Sistema de ingresso universitário na Tailândia by Pikma, Pakawadee
 Universidade de Aveiro 
2007 
Secção Autónoma de Ciências Sociais, Jurídicas e 
Políticas  
PAKAWADEE PIKMA 
 
SISTEMA DE INGRESSO UNIVERSITÁRIO NA 
TAILÂNDIA 
 
THE UNIVERSITY ADMISSION SYSTEM IN THAILAND
 
 
   
 
II
 
 Universidade de Aveiro 
2007 
Secção Autónoma de Ciências Sociais, Jurídicas e 
Políticas  
PAKAWADEE PIKMA 
 
THE UNIVERSITY ADMISSION SYSTEM IN 
THAILAND: COMPARISON OF FRESHMAN GRADE POINT 
AVERAGES  
 
Thesis presented to the University of Aveiro to fulfil the formalities essential to 
obtain the degree of European Master in Higher Education (Erasmus Mundus), 
done under the scientific supervision of Professor James Stover Taylor 
Professor Catedratico Visitante de Universidade de Averio  
 
   
 
III
 
  
  
 
 
 This paper is dedicated to my grandmother and my aunt in Heaven.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IV
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
the juri  
president Doutor Rui Armando Gomes Santiago, Professor Associado com Agregação 
da Universidade de Aveiro 
  
 Doutor Manuel António Fernandes da Graça, Professor Auxiliar da Faculdade 
de Economia da Universidade do Porto (arguente); 
  
 Doutora Maria Teresa Geraldo Carvalho, Professora Auxiliar da 
Universidade de Aveiro 
  
  
  
  
  
 
  
  
 
  
 
 
 
 
V
 
  
  
 
 thanks 
 
I would like to express my sincere gratitude to my advisor, Prof. James Stover
Taylor, for his direction during this study. His encouragement, guidance, and
counsel throughout this master program helped bring this study to completion.  
 
I am also grateful to Dr. Peter Maassen and all teaching staff in the HEEM
program who provided significant knowledge on Higher Education. I am also 
thankful to the European Union that gave me financial support throughout the
course and thesis.  
 
I am grateful to the universities in Thailand which so generously provided their
data to analyse in this study. Without their help and cooperation, this study 
would not have been possible.  
 
My thanks also go through my parents, Saranya and Boontin, who provided me 
with unconditional love and support, my sister and my brother, June and 
Cartoon, who never get tried of listening and talking with me. They were always 
with me and gave me happiness.   
 
My sincere gratefulness goes to assistant professor Enrique Hernandez-
Manfredini, Liu Shuiyun and Pascoal Soares Jorge for their support , generosity 
and wit. Aslo my sincerely thanks to all of my colleagues in HEEM for being 
good friends.  
 
Thank to my former colleague from Rajamangala University of Technology,
Ajarn Sureporn Yaisanga who supported me in my research work. I want to
thank her for her patience and great help in difficult times. Especially, I would
like to thank my teacher, Associate Professor Dr. Prachaksha Saisang, for his
support and love throughout the pursuit of this degree. Without both of you, I
would not be where I am today.  
 
 
Aveiro, Portugal, May 2007 
Pakawadee Pikma  
 
 
VI
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
palavras-chave 
 
ADMIÇÃO À UNIVERSIDADE, EXAME DE ENTRADA, REALIZAÇÃO 
ACADÉMICA, MÉDIA DA NOTA 
 
resumo 
 
 
Este estudo investigou o desempenho académico do caloiro que é admitido
numa instituição superior de educação pelo Sistema Nacional de Exames
Universitário e as Entradas de caloiros que foram admitidos pelo Sistema
Central Universitário de Admissões. A amostra consistiu em estudantes de 9
instituições superiores e 28 grupos que frequentavam a universidade e que
tinham completado o primeiro semestre do ano de caloiros em 2005 e 2006.  
 
As descobertas mostraram diferenças estatísticas de nível de significância 0.5.
Os estudantes que eram admitidos pelo CUAS tinham uma concretização
académica menor que aqueles admitidos pela NUEE.  
 
Os possíveis factores que causam a diferença entre estes dois grupos de
estudantes chegaram de componentes de critérios de admissão.
Nomeadamente: concretização académica (GPA, GPAX) e abolição do Exame
de Entrada Nacional que foi subsituido pelo “Ordinary National Education Test”
(O-NET) e  pelo “Advanced National Education Test” (A-NET). 
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abstract 
 
This study investigated academic performance of freshman who were admitted 
to public higher education institutions through the National University Entrance
Examination and freshman who were admitted through the Central University
Admission System. The sample consisted of student from 9 higher education 
institutions in 28 groups of faculty that had completed the first semester of their
freshman year in 2005 and 2006.  
 
The findings shown statistical difference at 0.5 level of significant. Students
who were admitted through the CUAS had lower arithmetic mean of academic 
achievement than those admitted through the NUEE. Only in some science
faculties that arithmetic mean academic achievement of student who were 
admitted through the CUAS were higher than those admitted through the 
NUEE.  
 
Possible factors of the difference derived from components of admission
criteria; namely, academic achievement at upper secondary school (GPA,
GPAX) and abolishment of National Entrance Examination which was replaced
by the Ordinary National Education Test (O-NET) and the Advanced National 
Education Test (A-NET).  
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 
 
1.1 Study Background  
“Today economic growth is as much a process of knowledge accumulation as of capital 
accumulation” (World Bank, 2002, p.8). The capacity to use knowledge is considered as 
crucial mechanism in all countries, including Thailand, for competing in the global 
market. Thus, tertiary education has significant contribution to human capability in 
enhancing the capacity and competitiveness of Thailand. Its function is creating human 
capital for overall economic and public sector management. The role of knowledge as 
key factor for country development causes an increasing demand for higher education. 
 
According to the growing demand for higher education service, Thai higher education 
has moved from being elite to becoming mass education. The number of students 
enrolling in higher education grows continuously, as shown in Table 1.1 
 
Table 1.1: Student enrolment in higher education institutions, 2002 – 2006 
 
level of 
education 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 
Diploma 439,363 400,071 69,850 71,414 65,304
Undergraduate 1,371,058 1,396,242 1,568,468 1,656,427 1,825,429
Certificate 2,138 4,139 9,614 6,401 8,993
Master 108,774 120,116 136,566 154,338 181,016
Doctorate 5,120 8,040 8,108 11,623 13,917
total 1,926,453 1,928,608 1,792,606 1,900,203 2,094,659
Source: Commission on Higher Education (CHE) 
 
Overall, there are 156 institutes in Thai higher education system. Table 1.2 shows 
number of institutions classified by type of institution in academic year 2005. There are 
78 public institutes which can be divided into 3 groups: (1) 72 Limited Admission 
Universities; (2) 2 Open Universities; and (3) 4 Autonomous Universities. There are 66 
Private Institutions which can be divided into 2 groups: 33 Private Institutions with 
university title and 33 Private Institutions with college title. Finally, there are 12 
Community Colleges.  
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Table 1.2: Number of universities/institutes classified by type of institution in academic 
year 2005 
Type of Institution  Number 
Grand Total 156 
1. Public institute 78 
    1.1 Limited  Admission University 72 
    1.2 Open University 2 
    1.3 Autonomous University 4 
2. Private institute 66 
3. Community College 12 
Source: CHE, 2005b 
 
In Thailand, universities have been predominantly national government institutions. The 
public (Elite) universities have limited admission. A large numbers of secondary 
students applying to such elitist institutions led to high competition.  
 
Number of high school students demanding access to higher education system increased 
but the system can not accept all applicants. Hence, Thai government has developed a 
centrally managed system for university admission in order to ensure the high and 
consistent quality of university students throughout the country. In order to be accepted 
to the limited admission public universities, applicants have to pass the National 
Examination conducted by the Ministry of University Affairs. Only less than 50% of 
applicants may have access to a higher education institution. Table 1.3 shows the 
number of all applicants and those who passed the National University Entrance 
Examination in 1999 – 2005.  
 
Table 1.3: Statistic of National University Entrance Examination 1999-2005  
 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 
Total applicants 124,578 129,368 124,735 123,526 117,511 111,766 109,637
Applicants pass NUEE 44,437 47,407 51,438 62,220 66,997 69,029 73,127
Applicants pass  interview  37,484 39,143 45,761 48,470 52,636 58,446
GPAX  2.43978 2.52709 2.58785 2.64009 2.70804 2.80782
SD  0.55191 0.55705 0.55718 0.56116 0.56676 0.56384
Source: Ministry of University Affairs (MUA), 2005 
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Access to higher education through the National University Entrance Examination 
(NUEE) is regarded as a predictor of future success for young people. The criteria for 
university admission are high scores in scholastic paper and interviews. Students were 
forced to memorize or cram all of the facts in textbooks to get high scores for the 
examination. However, system of higher education in Thailand has been diversified to 
meet the needs of students, national and regional development, which resulted in 
diversified admission practices.  
 
There are 3 ways to access higher education system. First, from 1962 to 2005 
universities in Thailand admitted freshmen based on results from the National 
University Entrance Examination (NUEE) organized by the Ministry of University 
Affairs. Second, students might come through a direct admission or quota system. This 
access method aims to increase number of students from regional area in higher 
education system. Third, some students may access through a direct admission from 
special project. Students who have special qualification demanded from individual 
university – for instance, students with talented academic ability or with high sport 
ability – may have good opportunities to access via this method. However, the majority 
of students were admitted through the National University Entrance Examination.  
 
The first type of access - NUEE system - was continuously developed in the past. Since 
1962, NUEE used only results from the joint entrance examination. In 1999, the system 
began to include 10 percent of students’ academic achievement (GPA) from upper 
secondary school besides scores from the joint entrance examination, which accounted 
for 90 percent. However, during the first operation in 1999, there was a serious debate 
that GPA from different secondary schools might not have the same standard. 
Consequently, GPA was discarded at that time, and the entrance to university was based 
entirely on scores from the joint entrance examination. The improved NUEE was then 
used to select student access to higher education from 2000 to 2005.  
 
There was a continuous attempt to improve the system. In 2006, the admission policy 
was changed by the Bureau of Central Testing Commission on Higher Education. In the 
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academic year 2006, access to higher education system is based entirely on the Central 
University Admission System. 
 
After administering national entrance examination for 40 years, “it was concluded that 
the old system produced many unwanted consequences. Students concentrated their 
efforts in particular groups of subjects just to be successful in entrance examination 
rather than learning for knowledge and skills” (CHE, 2005a, p.1). 
 
The entrance examination to university used to exert tremendous influence on the 
teaching and learning within secondary schools. Teachers were preoccupied with 
preparing their students for the highly competitive examination which incorporated 
contents beyond the curriculum. On the other hand, students liked to spend more time in 
tutorial schools than in classrooms which were considered irrelevant for the university 
entrance examination. Despite these developments, the centrally administered admission 
scheme is still influential in allocating able students to the prestigious traditional 
universities. Competition is severe and students have to prepare very hard for such 
examination.  
 
Authorities involved in the university admission – namely, the Commission on Higher 
Education, the Council of University Presidents of Thailand and education institutions - 
were concerned with the ill effects of the old system. They tried to come up with a new 
system that would enable students to have well-rounded education at secondary level 
and prepare them for further education and future career. After thorough review and 
study, the Government decided to replace the national entrance examination with a 
Central University Admissions System (CUAS).  
 
The new university admission system has been designed to integrate several factors of 
students’ achievements and performances according to the following principles:  
 
(i) Integrate students’ cumulative grade point average (GPAX) of upper secondary 
school academic achievement into university admission assessment.  
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(ii) Grade point average (GPA) of students will be integrated into admission 
procedure because GPA illustrates students’ talents and aptitude.  
(iii) Scores of three to five out of eight groups of subjects of upper secondary 
education will be one of the components for university admission assessment.  
 
The components in Central University Admission System are weighed heavily on the 
results of academic achievement from upper secondary school. But, the GPAs of 
students who graduated from different schools are not equivalent. For instance, A 
student with a GPA of ‘C+’ from a good high school might be academically superior to 
the one with a GPA of ‘A’ from a poor school. Even within each school, the grades 
given by different teachers can hardly be comparable because some teachers are lenient 
graders and some are harsh. “The meaning of grades then becomes problematic and the 
problems are further aggravated if we wish to compare grades across schools” (Allen, 
2005, p.140). Therefore, to ensure that standard of academic achievement from different 
schools are balanced, the National Institute of Educational Testing Service (NIETS) was 
established in 2005.  
 
On the other hand, the system of access has been widely debated. The Central 
University Admission System tends to solve the “bad effect of the old system” while 
“this is particularly the case in third world countries, where educational access is taken 
to be an important indicator of change in status for various groups in the country” 
(Weis, 1981, p.311). These remind us to be careful about “the new system” which might 
lead to the inequality of students who have different social backgrounds, who have 
attended different types of secondary school, and who want to have access to higher 
education system.  
 
As shown in table 1.4, the components used in NUEE and CUAS are significantly 
different.  
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Table 1.4: The comparison between NUEE and CUAS components 
Criteria NUEE (2005) 
CUAS 
(2006) 
1. Academic Performance at (at upper secondary level)   
   1.1 PR 5% - 
   1.2 GPA 5% 20% 
   1.3 GPAX - 10% 
2. Entrance Examination Result 90% - 
3. National Grade 12 Examination    
    3.1 O-NET - 35-70% 
    3.2 A-NET - 0-35% 
 
Because Freshman students in academic year 2005 were admitted through the NUEE 
system which took 10 percent of academic achievement from upper secondary school 
and 90 percent from scores of the joint entrance examination. Whereas, freshman 
students in the academic year 2006 were admitted through the CUAS system which 
took 10 percent from cumulative grade point average (GPAX) of upper secondary 
education, 20 percent from GPA of 3-5 groups of core curriculum at upper secondary 
education, 35-70 percent from results of O-NET test, and 35 percent from results of A-
NET test of not more than 3 groups of subjects.  
 
The percentage of academic achievement from upper secondary school used in the 
NUEE and the CUAS have different weight. Students who were admitted from these 2 
systems may have different types of academic ability.  
 
The selection process of student access to higher education institutions is considered as 
a predictor of student success at college level (Mathiasen, 1984, Ramist, 1984; 
Willingham & Breland, 1982). Therefore, the difference between access methods might 
have an affect on admitted students. As the different mechanisms used in the selection 
process may have an impact on the accepted student’s academic achievement at 
university level (Jansai & Kuning, 2001; Tipsuwannakul, 2000; 2004). One possible 
way to determine the association between different predictor variables at the time of 
admission and university grade is to use information from students who have already 
attended the university which can be represented in a form of student’s academic 
performance (Jitprarop, 1998). Freshman GPA is by far the most commonly employed 
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criterion of “success” in studies of the predictive validity of college admission 
mechanism (Geiser & Studley, 2001). Hence, the purpose of this study is to examine the 
difference between two central admission systems: CUAS and NUEE, by using 
academic achievements (GPA) of freshman students in the academic years 2005 and 
2006 as criteria.  
 
Therefore, higher education at individual level is perceived as an avenue for social 
mobility. At the national level, it is seen as a key instrument for human capital 
development to sustain economic growth as well as being a means to restructure society 
and to promote national unity. Because of, the admission system is used to select able 
student and is represented as the predictor of student success in university. Thus, it is 
important to examine the difference between the National University Entrance 
Examination and the Central University Admission System. The criterion used in this 
study is academic performance measured by freshman grade point average (FGPA). As 
Johnson (1997) pointed out, Grade Point Average, or GPA, is the most widely used 
summary of undergraduate student performance in educational system. Hence, this 
study will explore the impact of changed admission system on student performance in 
university level. 
 
1.2 Significance of the study  
As number of persons seeking university education was increasing every year, 
university admission tools should have high potential in selecting and identifying 
students with suitable abilities, interests and attitudes to be excellent in their chosen 
disciplines. Not only being reliable but the mechanisms used should also enhance 
fairness to all applicants.  
 
Hence, the study of access outcome is significant. This research compares 2 different 
admission systems: NUEE in academic year 2005 and CUAS in academic year 2006 by 
analyzing freshman academic achievement from students admitted through these 2 
systems. This research will:  
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(1) study the access pattern to higher education in Thailand. 
(2) compare students admitted through the National University Entrance Examination 
process and Central University Admission process by their cumulative grade point 
average. 
(3) explore the impact of changed admission system on student performance in 
university level. 
 
1.3 Research questions 
This thesis we investigate the difference between two University Admission Systems: 
namely; National University Entrance Examination and Central University Admission 
System.  
 
The research can be further elaborated on by the following research questions:  
 
(1) What is the academic performance of freshman students who were admitted to 
public limited admission university through National University Entrance 
Examination? 
(2) What is the academic performance of freshman students who were admitted to 
public limited admission university through Central University Admission System? 
(3) Is there a difference in academic performance between freshman students who were 
admitted through the National University Entrance Examination and those admitted 
through the Central University Admission System?” 
(4) What would be possible factors that have influences on the difference in freshman 
academic achievement mentioned in (3)?” 
 
To answer the questions, the following descriptive statistic is used: 
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The arithmetic mean is used to explore the academic performance of freshman students 
who were admitted to public limited admission university through National University 
Entrance Examination and Central University Admission System.  
 
The t test was used to test whether the difference between the arithmetic averages of the 
two groups is significant. With t-test, the null hypothesis tested at alpha 0.05 
significance level. The null hypothesis would either reject or fail to reject the contention 
that there is a difference in the academic performance when comparing the freshman 
grade point average.  
 
Null Hypothesis:  
H0:   there is no statistically significant difference in the Grade Point Average 
between freshman student admitted through the NUEE and freshman student 
admitted through the CUAS.  
 
1.4   Organization of the study 
Chapter 1 serves as an introduction, where study background, significance of the study 
and research questions are presented.  
 
Chapter 2 provides a background of education system in Thailand. It includes 
information about characteristics of Thai’s higher education. It presents an overview of 
literatures on different types of access to higher education institutions; from a direct 
access run by each university; the use of result from joint entrance examination only to 
select students in the National University Entrance Examination, to an introduction of 
academic achievement from upper secondary school as main criterion in the Central 
University Admission System. Because academic achievement (GPA) from upper 
secondary school and National Education Tests are critical elements, characteristics of 
these two criteria were discussed.   
 
Chapter 3 presents methods and procedures utilized in this study, including research 
design, research questions, sampling, data analysis, statistical test and limitations.  
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Chapter 4 presents empirical findings and analysis. The comparison of freshman grade 
point average from students who were admitted by NUEE and CUAS were analyzed. 
The analysis was categorized by faculty.  
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CHAPTER 2: BACKGROUND AND THE LITERATURES 
 
 
2.1 Education System in Thailand 
Thai education system comprises of 4 levels: Pre-school Education, Primary Education, 
Secondary Education and Higher Education. At Pre-School level, education is provided 
for 3-5 year old children. This level of education is optional. The compulsory education 
begins at Primary Education, which is free of charge and is provided for children aged 
6-11 - including the disadvantaged ones.  
 
The Secondary Education is divided into two levels, each covering a period of three 
years: namely, the lower level (grade 7-9) and the upper level (10-12). At lower level of 
Secondary Education, students who graduate from this level can choose to study either 
in formal education (upper secondary level) or vocational education. Leaving Certificate 
is Certificate of Lower Secondary Education (Matayom III). Upper secondary 
education in Thailand (grades 10-12) is provided in two streams: (i) general or academic 
secondary education under the responsibility of the Department of General Education; 
and (ii) technical/vocational training, which is delivered through both public and private 
technical institutes and colleges.  
 
In the general or academic stream, graduates from grade 12 will earn Leaving 
Certificate as Certificate of Secondary Education (Matayom VI) which is directly 
accessible to higher education.  
 
In the vocational stream, graduates will earn Leaving Certificate as Certificate of 
Vocational Education (Por Wor Chor). This qualification is equivalent to the Matayom 
VI, hence students are eligible to take the Joint Higher Education Entrance Examination 
needed to apply to an institution of higher education. Figure 2.1 shows the overview 
structure of education system in Thailand (SEAMEO, 2006). 
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Figure 2.1: The structure of education in Thailand  
 
 
Source: SEAMEO, 2006 
 
2.1.1 Higher Education System in Thailand 
The global trend of improving higher education opportunities for all leads to the 
expansion on higher education, and transforms the higher education system from elitist 
to massification. “The modern university has become a non-elite, even ‘local’ 
institution” because the systems now have mass student populations (Scott, 1998, p. 
125). 
 
In Thailand, the massive demand to attend higher education has differentiated higher 
education sectors by type and variety of higher education institutions. A number of 
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access routes into higher education are available to students. These include limited 
admission public universities, open universities, autonomous universities, Rajabhat 
Universities, Rajamangala Universities of Technology, community colleges, and private 
higher education institutions. These types of higher education institutions are under 
supervision of the Commission on Higher Education (CHE) and have their own unique 
characteristics as described in the following sections. 
 
2.1.2 Public Universities 
In 2006, there are 78 public universities which can be subdivided into three groups. 
There are 72 Limited Admission Public Universities, 2 Open Admission Universities 
and 4 Autonomous Universities (CHE, 2006).  
 
Limited Admission Public Universities 
In 2006, there are 72 limited admission universities among which 37 universities are 
located in Bangkok metropolis and its surrounding areas, 12 universities in Northern 
region, 19 in Northeastern region, 4 universities in Eastern region and 10 universities in 
Southern region.  
 
Limited admission public universities are government subsidies. Almost all of them are 
comprehensive universities which provide various types of courses and programmes, 
from Certificate to Post graduate.  Some of them are considered more prestigious than 
others.  
 
The first university, Chulalongkorn was established in 1979. During 1933-43, four other 
specialised universities were opened – all in Bangkok: namely, Thammasat (1934), 
Mahidol (1942), Silpakorn (1943), and Kasetsart (1943). All of them are located in 
Bangkok metropolis. Until 1960, the government has established 3 universities in the 
provinces: namely, Chiangmai in the north (1964), Khon Kaen in the northeast (1965) 
and Prince of Songkla in the south (1968). These universities aimed to encourage 
agricultural and economic development and employment opportunities for locals. At 
present, there are 72 universities all over the country. 
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The diversity of higher education in Thailand is a reflection of the nation's special status 
of autonomy - never had been colonized. These elite selective universities are quite 
diverse in nature. However, these elite universities have common methods to admit their 
students through the Central University Admission System and Direct System.  
 
Rajabhat Universities 
Rajabhat Universities were transformed from Teacher’s College to university in June 
2004. There are 40 Rajabhat Universities in 2006. Rajabhat Universities are degree-
granting institutions that focus on local development and communities. Their main 
missions are to promote and enhance academic and higher vocational teaching and 
learning, undertake research, produce and promote teachers’ qualification and standards, 
and provide other academic and learning services for their communities (Bovornsiri, 
2006).  
 
Since Rajabhat Universities were developed from teacher colleges, each of them has a 
strong history of offering bachelor’s degree programmes in teacher education. As a 
result of the upgrading, each is now in the process of diversifying programmes of study 
to move towards becoming comprehensive universities and developing more graduate 
programmes to serve their local communities. Some are now even offering doctoral 
programmes as well as international programmes.  
 
The admissions to Rajabhat Universities are diverse, depending on individual 
university. Some use both central university admission system and direct admission 
system, while others use only direct admission to admit their students. 
   
Rajamangala Universities of Technology 
Rajamangala Universities of Technology were transformed from Vocational Institution 
to university status and were previously Rajamangala Institutes of Technology. The 
Rajamangala Institutes of Technology were first established under the name of 
‘Institutes of Technology and Vocational Education’ in 1975 by a combination of 
different vocational colleges. The former 40 campuses and 16 faculties of Rajamangala 
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Institute of Technology have been merged into 9 Rajamangala Universities of 
Technology. Rajamangala Universities of Technology emphasize the development of 
graduates in science and technology. 
 
Almost every method has been used to admit students into Rajamangala Universities of 
Technology. A certain number of students was admitted via central university 
admission system while others were admitted via direct admission system.  
 
Open Admission Universities 
There are two open admission universities: Ramkhamhaeng University (founded in 
1971) and Sukhothai Thammathirat Open University (founded in 1978). 
Ramkhamhaeng University offers both classroom education on-campus and distance 
learning, while Sukhothai Thammathirat Open University (STOU) offers only distance 
education. Unlike other public universities, students need not take any examinations to 
enter these universities. Only they had passed secondary education successfully and 
could pay the fees, students were entitled to enroll. The creation of these two 
universities indicated the link between higher education and social demand.  
 
Autonomous Universities 
There are 4 autonomous public universities. Autonomous Universities are different from 
other traditional public universities in that they have more freedom in academic matters, 
personnel administration, and financial and asset administration. The Autonomous 
Universities receive governmental financial support in a form of block grants. They are 
under the supervision of the Ministry of Education, not under the CHE (CHE, 2006). 
 
The admission to Autonomous Universities uses the same process as limited admission 
public universities. There are direct admission and central admission. In direct 
admission, consideration is given to educational background which emphasizes 
students’ GPA from upper secondary school, academic and work experience. 
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Community Colleges 
There are 18 community colleges with 6,549 students in academic year 2006 (MUA, 
2006). Community colleges have been established to expand learning opportunities for 
local people in order to improve their quality of life and develop the economic and 
social potential of communities. The programmes offered include Diploma, Vocational 
Certificate, Higher Vocational Certificate, and Short courses for vocational 
improvement and quality of life development.  
 
Community colleges serve various types of students, such as secondary education 
graduates, nine-year compulsory education graduates, workers who are already in 
employment, retired workers, illiterate persons and other sections of the community 
seeking skills development. The direct admission is used to admit student in community 
colleges. 
 
Autonomous Buddist Universities  
There are two autonomous Buddhist Universities: Mahachulalongkorn Rajavidyalaya 
University and Mahamakut Buddhist University. These are ecclesiastical higher 
education institutions providing courses and degree programmes for Buddhist priest, 
nun, and general people. The University offers bachelors, masters, and doctoral degree 
programmes. Autonomous Buddist universities use direct admission system to select 
their students. Candidates have to pass university examination and interview in order to 
be admitted.  
 
2.1.3 Private Higher Education Institutions 
Private higher education institutions are private degree-granting institutions, offering 
higher academic and vocational education, research, and other academic services to the 
public, besides preserving national arts and culture. There are 66 private higher 
education institutions among which 33 have university status, and 33 have college status 
(CHE, 2006). 
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Private universities and colleges have contributed greatly to the expansion of Thai 
higher education. To meet the excess demand for higher education, private higher 
education institutions have expanded rapidly to a total of 66 institutions as a result of 
being able to respond more quickly to trends and demands of the labour market. A large 
part of their efficiency can be attributed to their more flexible management and 
administration structure. However, the roles and functions of private higher education 
are quite similar to public universities. However, there are significant differences in 
some aspects, such as obtaining a license. The Private Higher Education Institution Act 
applies to all private higher education institutions, whereas each public university also 
has its own act.  
 
The admission to Private Higher Education Institutions uses direct admission which 
based on the result from individual University/Institution Examination.  
 
According to the high demand of graduates from upper secondary level who want to 
continue their study in tertiary education and the social value which believe that study 
for higher level will bring more opportunities for their future, the entrance to limited 
admission public higher education institution is highly competitive.   
 
The admission system to higher education in Thailand is developing constantly. Since 
1962, the National University Entrance Examination (NUEE) was used to select able 
student access to higher education institutions. The purpose of national examination is 
to select high ability (academic, sport, etc.,) students because public higher education 
provider has limited capability. They cannot accept all students who applied. The 
admission system in Thailand can be divided into 3 groups. The first one is the Central 
University Admission System including National University Entrance Examination 
Period 1 (1962-1998) and National University Entrance Examination Period 2: (1999-
2005). The second one is the Central University Admission System (2006-present) and 
the last one is the Direct Admission System, including University/Institution 
Examination, Quota System and Admission based on special projects.  
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2.2 University Admission System in Thailand 
There are 2 ways to access into public limited admission higher education institutions: 
central university admission and direct admission. Central university admission places 
greater emphasis on the joint entrance examination by treating every applicant in the 
same way. It counts student achievements at upper secondary school as critical criteria. 
There are 2 types of direct admission characterized by organization who are in charge. 
Firstly, direct admission within the framework of central university admission system is 
organized by CHE. Secondly, there is a direct admission organized by individual 
university/institution.  
 
Institution direct admission can be divided into 3 routes. The first is 
university/institution examination. Each higher education institution develops its own 
examination to select students. The second route is quota system which provides more 
opportunities for eligible students in provinces and remote rural areas, including 
talented students from these areas. The third admission is based on special project 
which each university specifies as criterion used to select qualified student. Moreover, 
the interview is also used as additional method to select applicants at the final stage.  
 
The two paths of admission systems allow public higher education institutions more 
flexibility in accepting students. For private higher education, providers of both 
universities status and college status admit their student based on their 
university/institution examination (each university conduct the test by their own) and 
interviews.  
 
In this research, the focus is on central university admission and access to public higher 
education institutions. However, access to private higher education provider was also 
discussed. Because an increasing number of student enrollment and the role of “private 
universities and colleges have contributed greatly to the expansion of Thai higher 
education” (Bovornsiri, 2006, p.204).  
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2.2.1 Central University Admission 
National University Entrance Examination (NUEE) Period 1:  1962-1999 
Before 1962, an access to higher education institution in Thailand was arranged by 
individual institution. However, the implementation within each institution has critical 
problem in at least 3 aspects (Thipsuwankul et. al., 2000). Firstly, the vacant problem 
happened because the institutions could not admit students as planned. Secondly, the 
institution has to announce for replacement several times and this led to new semester 
postponement. Thirdly, there is an overlap during admission procedure - for instance, 
apply process, examination process, etc. - which created high cost and waste of 
institutional and applicants resources.  
 
According to the problems described above, the Secretariat of the National Education 
Council has initiated a joint entrance examination in 1962, but the system was abolished 
in 1966. However, it was restarted again in 1967.  
  
Until 1972, the Ministry of Education has established The National University Entrance 
Examination which was implemented in 1973. This model of NUEE aimed to select 
qualified students who have high tendency of success in higher education level. There 
are two main principles in the NUEE. Firstly, it aims to select qualified student with 
ability to develop knowledge and skill in their field of study; hence, student should gain 
success in the program they study. Secondly, entrance examination was used as 
mechanism to assure equity for all students. The exam contents mainly measure 
knowledge from secondary level.  
 
Almost all the process of NUEE was collaborated between the Ministry of University 
Affairs and higher education institutions (sell applications, design examination tests, 
administer the examination and monitoring examination process, mark examination 
paper, and announcing the official examination results) only interview was individual 
university obligation.  
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The NUEE was believed to be a reliable method to select able students. Moreover, the 
examination questions had medium difficulty level which can distinguish intellect 
students. However, the NUEE was found to not promote an equity to access into higher 
education (Tipsuwanakul, 2004). Students from poor background still have less 
opportunity than student from better-off family. It also affected the secondary education 
system. Students in secondary level intend to study in tutorial schools which emphasize 
only on subject used in the entrance examination. This situation leads to students’ lack 
of all secondary learning processes.  In addition, part of the selected students did not 
have qualification needed by the program they study.  
 
Because of an increasing participation in transforming higher education from elite to 
massification, together with an increase period of basic education from 6 to 9 years, 
students tend to continue their study more than in the past. Hence, the government and 
higher education institutions attempt to improve admission system and provide equal 
opportunities to every student.  
 
National University Entrance Examination (NUEE) Period 2: 2000-2005 
To improve the National University Entrance Examination, the Ministry of University 
Affairs has appointed a subcommittee in 1992. This group comprises of representatives 
from the Department of Curriculum and Instruction Development, the Department of 
General Education, the Secretariat of the National Education Council, and experts from 
higher education institution. The subcommittees announced the following criterion used 
in the improvement of NUEE (MUA, 2001). 
 
(i) The Academic Record from the upper secondary level or equivalent in a weight 
of 10 percent (GPX=5% and Percentile Rank = 5%).  
(ii) Results of the entrance exam papers in a total weight of 90%. The weight given 
to core and specialized subjects varies by institutions. 
(iii) Results of the interview and physical examination. There is no weight for this 
component.  
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(1) The Academic Record from the upper secondary level or equivalent (GPX=5% 
and Percentile Rank = 5%)  
The eligible applicant must be studying in grade 12 or equivalent, or graduated from 
upper secondary school or equivalent. Applicants who graduated from upper secondary 
level received their educational achievement document which contains; students’ 
cumulative grade point average (GPAX), grade point average in each subject (GPA), 
extra-curricular, students’ talents and other statistic data used to apply for entrance to 
university. The given weight of GPAX is 5% together with another 5% from students’ 
ability, when compared among school group measured from percentile rank (PR). 
 
(2) Results of the entrance exam papers in a given total weight of 90% 
The national entrance examination includes 15 main subjects (Thai Language, English 
Language, Social Studies, Mathematic 1, Mathematic 2, Chemistry, Biology, Physics, 
Physical and Biological Sciences, French Language, German Language, Pali Language, 
Arab Language, Chinese Language and Japanese Language). 
 
Within the NUEE improvement scheme, the first examination was conducted in 
October, 1998. The examination (15 main subjects) is organized by the Ministry of 
University Affairs twice a year. There are 3 days of examination which takes place in 
March and October every year. The examination in particular subject was arranged one 
time a year in October. The MUA announced the examination result 1 month after the 
test. Students choose to apply to university based on their result. The students have 
unlimited access to take the examination, and they can choose number of subjects by 
themselves. The highest score will be used by student to apply for higher education 
institution and the results are valid for 3 years.  
 
(3) Interview and Physical Examination 
Only applicants who pass the national entrance examination were announced by 
university/institution to have an interview and physical examination. The results from 
this process are used as; (i) additional information to support and enhance student 
readiness, and (ii) last qualification information used to select student access to higher 
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education institutions. The National University Entrance Examination procedure shown 
in table 2.1  
 
Table 2.1: The National University Entrance Examination procedure 
1. Examination Phase  
Student applies for the entrance exams required by each 
department. 
2. Selection Phase  
Students select the preferred departments based on their 
test scores. The maximum choice is 4 
3. Admission phase  
The Commission on Higher Education processes and 
announces the admission results. 
Source: (Prapphal, 2005)  
 
The strength of NUEE lies in a collaboration in the test development with transparency, 
fairness, validity and reliability and the selection which is based on students’ abilities, 
needs and interests. However, it has some weakness because the introduced students’ 
academic achievement from upper secondary school (GPA and PR) in the NUEE led to 
a critical debate about the unreliability of GPA from different schools.  
 
There was a strong argument from stakeholders (students, parents, teachers etc.,) who 
mention that different schools might have different quality of education. In addition, 
there was technical problem that the schools did not use a common system in grading 
and reporting format. The grading system in some schools use high accurate program to 
compute students’ GPA while other schools still calculate by hands. Henceforth, the 
Ministry of University Affairs canceled the GPA criterion in the first operation of the 
improved NUEE system in 1999 and used only the score from the joint entrance 
examination 
 
After a long debate about the criterion, in 2005, the National Institute of Education 
Testing Services (NIETS) was established. NEITS is responsible for managing the 
development of testing services in Thailand. Its functions include evaluation and 
assessment of standards, personnel development and national and international 
cooperation in educational testing. By the time NIETS operates to assure standard in 
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secondary school system, the Central University Admission System (CUAS) was 
brought to replace National University Entrance Examination. 
 
Central University Admission System (CUAS) (2006-present) 
A new central university admission system was initiated and implemented in academic 
year 2006. The system conforms to education reform and is based on a principle that 
enables each individual student to study in the program he or she likes. Consequently, 
this will motivate student to develop a love for learning and to pursue life-long learning. 
 
After administering national entrance examination for 40 years, it was concluded that 
the old system produced many unwanted consequences. Students concentrated their 
efforts in particular groups of subjects just to be successful in entrance examination 
rather than learning for knowledge and skills. Authorities involved in university 
admissions are the Commission on Higher Education, the Council of University 
Presidents of Thailand and education institutions. They were concerned with the ill 
effect of the old system. They tried to come up with a new system that will enable 
student to have well rounded education at secondary education level and prepare student 
for future education and career. Hence, the government decided to stop the National 
Entrance Examination and replace with the Central University Admissions System 
(CUAS).  
 
The CUAS is carried out by the Commission on Higher Education (CHE). There are 
two types of central admission: namely, Central admission and Direct admission. 
Within both types, the CHE supervises applications, organizes examination and screens 
students based on their results.  
 
The CUAS has been designed to integrate many factors of student’s achievements and 
performances into university admission assessment as follows: 
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(1) Integrate student’s cumulative grade point average (GPAX) of upper secondary 
school (grades 10 to 12) academic achievement.  
GPAX present in numeric form of 0.00 – 4.00, accumulate from students’ academic 
achievement in every course student taken. It is an indicator showing the continual 
development of each student during the three years of their high school (grade 10-12). 
Within CUAS, GPAX use to ensure that applicant passed all process of secondary level 
(CHE, 2005a). 
 
(2) Use students’ grade point average (GPA) of three to five of eight subject groups in 
the core curriculum required by school education.  
The structure of GPA in each subject uses 8 scales: 0, 1, 1.5, 2, 2.5, 3, 3.5, and 4, 
respectively, from the lowest academic achievement to the highest. The principle is to 
select student who are able in specific subject related to programme they apply. GPA of 
specific courses represents the actual indicator of interest, skill and performance of 
students hence it use to judge whether the selected major is appropriate for the student.  
 
(3) Use score from Ordinary National Education Test (O-NET), administered by the 
National Institute of Educational Testing Services (NIETS).  
According to in basic education curriculum B.C.1999, the basic education spans 12 
years with 4 grade intervals, namely, grades 1-3, grades 4-6, grades 7-9, and grades   
10-12. Students are assessed at the end of key stages; grades 6, grades 9 and grades 12. 
The test is named “Ordinary National Education Test” (O-NET).  
 
The main purpose of O-NET is to assure quality of education and use as indicator to 
improve quality in teaching and learning at school level. The ordinary national 
education test used for students in grade 12 is examined student’s academic ability in 5 
groups of subject (Thai language, Mathematics, Sciences, Social-Religion and Culture, 
and English Language). The examination questions are multiple-choice and written test 
(both subjective and objective). Student has 2 hours for each subject. The score in each 
question are varying, depending on the difficulty. This test is free of charge.  
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To ensure the standard of National Test and Grade Point Average at upper secondary 
level, GPA obtained from school should not have statistical different from O-NET 
result. If there are significant different between these two (GPA and O-NET scores), 
schools need to improve there teaching and learning process to reach national standard 
which is determined by the Ministry of Education.  
 
(4) Use score from Advance National Education Test (A-NET).  
Advance National Education Test (A-NET) is an analysis test. It aims at evaluate 
students’ synthesis knowledge which emphasizes critical thinking skill more than O-
NET. The A-NET is used for students in grade 12 to examine their advance academic 
ability in the following subject areas: Thai language 2, Mathematics 2, Sciences 2, 
Social-Religion and Culture 2, and English Language.  
 
The principle of A-NET is to allow faculty to conduct the examination to test student’s 
knowledge in specific subjects. In this case, results from GPA and O-NET are 
inadequate to determine the admission. However, subjects taken in the A-NET should 
be as least as possible and should be conducted at the same time as O-NET. Table 2.2 
shows the weight ratio of score from O-NET and A-NET test categorized by subjective 
examination and objective examination.  
 
Table 2.2: The weight ratio of score from O-NET and A-NET test categorized by 
subjective examination and objective examination.  
Subject O-NET A-NET 
 % Objective %Subjective % Objective %Subjective 
Thai language 80-90 10-20 60-80 20-40 
Mathematics 80-90 10-20 60-80 20-40 
Sciences 80-90 10-20 60-80 20-40 
Social-Religion and Culture 80-90 10-20 60-80 20-40 
English Language 80-90 10-20 60-80 20-40 
Source: CHE, 2005 
  
Criteria 3 and 4 are the National Examination implemented nationwide to test student’s 
knowledge and analytical skill. The main purpose of the national test (O-NET) is to 
assess standard for basic schooling. In addition, it is used as criteria for the Central 
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University Admission System. The NEITS was administering O-NET and A-NET tests 
in 2006. However, the CHE will organize A-NET from 2006 onward, only O-NET will 
be responsible by the NEITS. Table 2.3 shows the element determining university 
admission 2006.  
 
Table 2.3: Elements Determining University Admission 2006 
Elements Weight 
1. GPAX of upper secondary education 10  %
2. GPA of 3-5 groups of core curriculum at upper secondary education 20  %
3. Result of O-NET test 35 – 70  %
4. Result of A-NET test of not more than 3 groups of subjects up to 35  %
Source: CHE, 2006 
 
For the Central direct admission system, higher education institutions which state their 
intention to participate in direct admission determine criteria used in each program they 
offer. In 2006, there are 85 higher education institutions participated in the central 
university admission system provided 2,824 programs for central admission and 10 
institutions with 343 programmes offered in direct admission (CHE, 2005b). 
 
Furthermore, the weight of the GPA is due to increase 10 percent each year. Thus, a 
student’s GPA will account for 30 percent in 2006 and 40 percent in 2007 and 2008, 
respectively, as shown in Table 2.4 Components of the central university admission in 
2006-2008. 
 
Table 2.4: Components of the Central University Admission in 2006-2008 
Components Weight (%) 
 2006 2007 2008 
GPAX 10 10 10 
GPA 20 30 40 
O-NET 35-70 
A-NET 0-35 
 
60 
 
50 
Source: (CHE, 2006) 
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The rationale behind the increased weight for GPA is driven by three factors: 
 
(1) The need to encourage teachers and students to pay more attention to the new basic 
education curriculum introduced in 2001 from which the first group of students 
will enter university education in the academic year 2006. 
(2) The growing need to avoid the high expense of tutorial schools to prepare students 
for examinations, the existence of which favours those of higher income groups. 
(3) The new system is also a response to the need for new teaching and learning 
pedagogies emphasizing greater student-centred learning under Thailand’s 
educational reform. 
 
The Central University Admissions System will be carried out by the Commission on 
Higher Education. CUAS is administered in April each year. Students have to send their 
application forms together with results of the four elements in the table above to the 
CHE. Students can choose up to 4 choices of disciplines and institutions they would like 
to enroll. In the future, students will have more choices and students will be informed to 
make decision what discipline or institution they would like to be admitted.  
 
2.2.2 Direct Admission System 
There are two types of direct admission system: central direct admission system and 
Institution direct admission. The difference between these two systems is that the 
central direct admission system is operated by the CHE (as described in 2.2.1.3). 
Whereas in the institution direct admission system, the universities/institutions operates 
their own admission from determined criteria, designs examination, administers the 
examination, monitors the examination process, and announces the admission result.  
 
The institutional direct admission consists of: 1) University/Institution examination, 2) 
the Quota system and 3) Admission based on special projects. 
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University/Institution Examination 
University/Institution Examination is one type of admission mechanisms which 
individual university uses to select its students. The examination created by each 
university aims to determine the ability of prospective students. The examination can be 
written test, multiple choices or practical test. The applicants must pass the level 
determined by university/institution. This type of admission is widely used by private 
higher education provider and some public universities.  
 
Quota System 
Quota system has been introduced by regional universities “where by they offer a 
percentage of places to local students who do well in the school leaving examination” 
(Watson, 1981). It is operated by university/institution with the purpose to expand 
access to student within university/institution region. Each university sets up a quota to 
give opportunities to students from the provinces to be able to study at higher education 
institutions. Eligible applicants (who graduated from upper secondary level with 
qualification as university announced) apply directly to the university and take 
institution examination, interview or, in some institution, practical exams.  
 
For instance, regional universities such as Chiang Mai University, Khon Kaen 
University, and Prince of Songkla University have a quota of approximately 50-60 
percent set aside for new entrants from their respective regions. Under this system, 
secondary school graduates in each region have a chance to be admitted into regional 
universities in competition with students from that region only. 
 
Admission based on special projects 
Admission based on special project is another type of quota system operated by 
university who offers places for student. This system gives opportunities for student all 
over country or certain regions depending on university criteria. There are both projects 
plus scholarship that cover all study programs and projects without scholarship.  
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Almost every university sets up special projects to provide a chance for special groups. 
For instance, Mahidol University provides quota with scholarship in medical program 
for rural students. Chulalongkorn University provides position for student in rural area 
to expand doctorate programs in remote area project. 
 
Appendix I. shows the summary of higher education institution and types of access 
used, according to the type of access to higher education institution as described earlier: 
namely, central university admission including Central University Admission System 
and Direct Admission System, Institutional direct admission, Quota system and 
admission based on special project.  
 
2.3 Upper Secondary School Grade Point Averages as 
University Admission Criteria  
A previous academic performance was identified as the most significant predictor of 
university performance. Similarly, high school information has consistently been 
identified as the best predictor of academic progress in college (Mathiasen, 1984, 
Ramist, 1984; Willingham & Breland, 1982). Research has shown support for the 
relationship between previous academic performance and university performance. 
Power et al. (1987) reported that the correlation between secondary school grades and 
Grade Point Average (GPA) at university is generally about 0.5. High school grade 
point averages is also correlated to the university completion as Chaney and Farris 
(1991) found that students who had above-mean high school grade point averages 
graduated at a much higher rate than students who had below-mean high school grade 
point averages. However, they found that the predictive capacity of secondary school 
grades is different for different individuals and groups.  
 
Not only high school grade point average affects academic achievement at university 
level, but university admission system also affects high school grade. According to 
Pascoe, McClelland, and McGaw (1997), the method of entry into university and the 
degree of difficulty involved in it affect the predictive capacity of secondary school 
grades.  
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Is GPA Fair for University Admission? 
When using high school grade point averages as admission criteria, one important 
question to ask is ‘whether GPA’ is fair? This question arises because grades are related 
to a syllabi that varies to some degree across schools, classrooms, and individuals. 
Hence, the meaning of the grading standard necessarily varies from student to student. 
 
The Challenge of GPA as Admission Criteria 
When a cumulative grade record is used for an important educational decision, it 
becomes, in effect, a high-stake criterion. “In this capacity, grades take on a broader 
assessment function that is different from the teachers’ original evaluations of their 
students’ acquired proficiency in a particular subject in a given class” (Willingham, 
Pollack & Lewis, 2002, p.1). Nevertheless, GPA from upper secondary school (as 
mention at the end of 2.3.2.1) is a good predictor to ensure academic success at 
university level. However, varying standards of high school grading systems across the 
country created inconsistency. This inconsistency makes fair interpretation of course 
grades and grade averages doubly problematic.   
 
Factor Effect High -Low Grade Point Average 
The factors that impact the academic performance of high school students are varied 
and diverse. Academic performance is generally considered to be a function of student 
ability, academic effort, and the mutually shaping influences of family background. It 
also institutional factors such as selectivity, performance expectations, and grading 
policies, standards, and practices (Coleman, Hoffer, & Kilgore, 1981; Pascarella & 
Terenzini, 1991) which also has influence on and shape student’s grade. 
 
High school’ students not only study during 3 years in school their also participate in 
other activities, for instance, extra-activities and physical activities. These non-academic 
activities which students are involved had impact on student performance (GPA) as 
well. Heynen (2006) indicated that higher amounts of physical activity are related to 
lower GPAs. He argued that physical activity inside school and physical activity from 
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outside the school setting are effect GPAs. This outside-school activity included job-
related, yard work, and transportation. The indication is that the non-school activity may 
be contributing to the lower GPAs, such as, high school students who work intensively 
at paid jobs tend to have lower grades in academic courses. 
 
Regarding job-related factor, many researchers have examined the connection between 
employment status and academic outcomes. Mortimer and Finch (1986), for example, 
reported that the negative consequences of employment for a number of academic 
outcomes are robust at the beginning of high school. Most of researchers against 
working while attending school because the time students devote to work detracts from 
the time available for studying, doing homework, or becoming involved in other school-
related activities (D'Amico, 1984; Wirtz, Rohrbeck, Charner, & Fraser, 1987; Lillydahl, 
1990; Marsh, 1991; Chaplin & Hannaway, 1996; Schoenhals, Tienda, & Schneider, 
1998).     
 
Therefore, to use GPA as criteria in university admission, the consideration must take 
into account the students who are athlete, student who spent time for school activities 
and student who spent time for non-school activities. In addition, there are student who 
sick or had an accident during the period of study in upper secondary school which 
strongly effect on their academic performance. 
 
Grading Variation  
Not all grades are the same. In other words, grade point averages from different school 
cannot be meaningfully equated. Many studies have shown that grades are not 
comparable among courses (Elliott & Strenta, 1988; Goldman & Hewitt, 1975; 
Goldman & Slaughter, 1976; Ramist, Lewis, & McCamley, 1990; Strenta & Elliott, 
1987; Young, 1990), neither they are among instructors, sections, programs, and 
schools (Cureton, 1971). Variation in grading standards has led to grade inflation as 
well as deflation.  
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The possibility of inflating grades is higher than deflating grades. Therefore, grade 
inflation appears when grades increase over time without a concomitant increase in 
achievement (Zirkel 1999; Cluskey, Griffin, & Ehlen, 1997). Grade inflation comes 
from various sources e.g., upgraded student achievements, strategic behavior in course 
choices by the student, and lowering of grading standards (Wikström & Wikström, 
2005). Different grading standards result from different schools assigning different 
grades in the same time for the same level of student achievement.  
 
Sobel (1998) stated that grade inflation provides the students with an unrealistic view of 
their abilities. Cluskey, Griffin, and Ehlen (1997) postulated that grades may indicate a 
level of knowledge, skill, or achievement and reflect an attitude toward work ethic and 
an indicator of future success. However, the authors state that there is no mechanism to 
ensure that grading is fair, accurate, or standardized. 
 
Roth (2000) explained that academic grades are used to identify how students are 
performing in the classroom. It is undeniable that teachers know best how students 
perform on specific instructional goals - outcomes that presumably have a heavy weight 
on grades earned. It is also possible that teacher judgment can unduly influence grades.  
There is a possibility of the existence of a positive bias on the part of the teacher 
towards the student’s capabilities, which affects the student’s grading. As Willingham, 
Pollack and Lewis (2002) found that teacher ratings were major factor in accounting for 
grading variation. 
 
When grade has become an important factor to get into a higher education institution 
(particularly, high selective university), careful interpretation of the meaning of grades 
is crucial. The issue of grade inflation/deflation has to be taken into the considerations. 
Significantly, there is a need to ensure that high schools across the country will not have 
inflated grades in an attempt to help student secure admission to universities. For 
intensified competition for higher marks has put considerable pressure on students and 
teachers, leading to the emergence of a number of grade-enhancing practices which 
potentially distort the admission process at post-secondary institutions.  
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However, in practice, it is considered that GPAs at upper secondary school are 
significant to predict academic success at higher level of education. Within this context, 
the issue of incomparableness of grades from different school should not be ignored.  
 
2.4 National Test at Upper Secondary School as University 
Admission Criteria 
The national test is used to assess student’s ability. It emphasizes the fairness of all 
students especially for educational purposes in which it bases its decisions on the same 
standards of competence. Therefore, it provides an external standard that is intended to 
compare performance across educational units. Hence, the test is designed to include 
important knowledge and skills that are common to relevant coursework. It is designed 
to avoid content that is unique to particular learners or learning situations. Thus, the test 
content is constant (Willingham, Pollack & Lewis, 2002).  
 
Is National Tests Fair for University Admission? 
The National Examination (Grades 12) as high-stake for university selection aims at to 
measure cognitive and academic skills important for success in university settings. The 
main purpose is to insure that all students are evaluated on the same scale. The 
examination questions contain the ability to distinguish intellect students. Hence, the 
strength of national test is the comparable result across educational units.  
 
The Consequence of use National Test as University Admission 
Criteria 
The national test is not used only as student’s ability information but also represent 
school performance. When the information about the school takes the form of test 
scores, pressure for teachers to "teach the tests" increases, and students may be 
motivated to prepare for that kind of examinations. “Thus, tests tend to increase the time 
and effort spent in learning and teaching what the tests measure and (to the extent that 
amount of time and effort is fixed) decrease efforts to learn and teach skills not 
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measured by the test” (Frederiksen, 1982, p.1). A possible consequence is that the 
abilities that are most easily and economically tested become the ones that are most 
taught. If educational tests fail to represent the spectrum of knowledge and skills that 
ought to be taught, they may introduce bias against teaching important skills that are not 
measured. In view of the increasing influence of National tests in education, such bias 
may be substantial. Hence, a broader view of this issue must include the long-term 
consequences of using a test, not only for the university admission but also the 
backward effects on instruction and learning and the forward effects on the eventual 
social outcomes of education (Resnick & Resnick, 1992; Shepard, 1992). Particularly, 
“if the purpose of national test is to measure progress toward the nation’s education 
goals and that such test would have adverse impacts on low-income students” (Neil, 
1991). As better-off student tend to study in coaching school in order to prepare for the 
test.  
 
Coaching  
A coaching (individual/school) has also built up around preparation and coaching for 
admissions tests. This phenomenon was affected by test assessment. The extent of 
coaching affects not only test scores but also the academic abilities that the tests are 
intended to measure. Large changes due to short-term instruction in test-taking 
strategies that are unrelated to non-test activities or understandings would threaten the 
validity of an admission test. Furthermore, to the extent that such coaching is costs 
involved. They were available to some, but not all, candidates based on financial 
resources or other considerations. This may be a potential source of bias, as students 
from more affluent backgrounds may have greater access to preparation materials and 
courses, such coaching would raise issues of fairness.  
 
However, both grades and test scores play an important role in high-stakes educational 
decisions. Tests are often used because of uncertainty about the meaning of grades, yet 
grades are used to evaluate the validity and fairness of tests. “Grades and tests provide 
this mutual support because it is commonly assumed that they do or should measure 
much the same thing” (Willingham, Pollack & Lewis, 2002, p.31). 
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Grading variation among schools was one major source of discrepancy between 
different school grades. Grades motivate students through the local contract with the 
teacher; tests motivate teachers and schools through the external standards thereby 
imposed. Due to their distinguishing characteristics, grades and tests have different 
strengths that tend to be complementary. The advice that the two measures should be 
used together where possible is well founded. Emphasis on research and other efforts 
that might enhance their complementary strengths would be well placed.  
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY 
 
 
This chapter describes the methods and procedures utilized in conducting this study. 
Topics discussed included the research design used, subjects of the study, sampling, 
instruments used in gathering the data, variables, and finally the statistical test used in 
testing the hypothesis.  
 
3.1 Research Design  
 
A quantitative methodology was selected as the most appropriate design to examine the 
research questions in this study. Creswell (2002, p.58) defined quantitative research as 
“an inquiry approach useful for describing trends and explaining the relationship among 
variables”. In selecting an approach for the research problem, Creswell (2002) suggests 
that quantitative research should be used if the research problem requires the measuring 
of variables, assessing the impact of these variables on an outcome, and applying results 
to a large number of people. Bryman (2004) referred to the process of quantitative 
research as one in which theory is utilized in order to interpret hypotheses, which are 
then presented for experiential analysis. These measures are frequently referred to as 
variables and represent the basic focus of all quantitative research. Quantitative data are 
numeric values that indicate how much and how many (Anderson, Sweeney & 
Williams, 2003). A quantitative variable consists of a count or numerical measurement 
of the characteristics of objects, people, or events (Abrami, Cholmsky, Gordon, 2001).  
 
This study falls under the quantitative research method because the variables are 
measured using numerical data. It concerns with determining the differences between 
the academic performance of the freshman student admitted through the National 
University Entrance Examination and freshman student admitted through the Central 
University Admission System.  
 
The criterion used in this study is academic performance, as measured by Freshman 
Grade Point Average (FGPA). The cumulative grade point average (GPAX) is a number 
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which describes the general performance of a student across a potentially wide range of 
courses. Freshman GPA is used criterion because, the course that freshmen taken are 
more similar and less variable than at any other year in college. According to Ramist, 
Lewis and McCamley (1990) discussed the advantages of FGPA. They argue that 
students in the freshman class are more similar to university applicants than students in 
other classes. For example, the sophomore, junior and senior classes might less 
adequately resemble university applicants due to attrition. In addition, there is greater 
overlap in the courses students take during the freshman year than in later year. 
Moreover, predictor and criterion data are readily available; and freshman grade 
averages are highly correlated with cumulative grade averages from high school 
(Camara and Echternacht, 2000) 
 
To compare the differences in academic performance of freshman students in academic 
years 2005 and 2006, a descriptive research design was used. Descriptive statistics 
present information that helps a researcher describe responses to each question in a 
database and determine both overall trends and the distribution of the data (Creswell, 
2000). This methodology is used when the research intends to select elements or 
variables of interest and hypothesizes their differences from each other. These variables 
and comparisons constitute a model. 
 
In this study, the elements in models are variables on varying characteristics. The 
hypothesis is a simple model that states a testable comparison between an independent 
and a dependent variable. The independent variable in this study is the admission 
process named “National University Entrance Examination” and “Central University 
Admission System” while the dependent variable is the freshman academic performance 
(Freshman Grade Point Average).  
 
3.1.1 Sampling  
The sample consisted of 9 limited admission Public Universities; 28 groups of faculties.  
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3.2 Data Analysis  
In analyzing the variables, the differences were analyzed by using the t-test to compare 
freshman cumulative grade point average (FGPA) of students in academic year 2005 
and 2006 and testing the null hypotheses. A statistical significance of the mean GPA - 
SPSS version 13, a statistical software program - was used throughout this study to 
perform the quantitative analyses.  
 
3.2.1 Statistical Test  
The independent t test was used for testing hypothesis when comparing the GPA 
between the two groups (student admitted through the NUEE and student admitted 
through the CUAS). Salkind (2004) states that the t test is used when the researcher 
explores the differences between two groups. “When we observed more than 30 paired 
variables, we applied parametric t-test. It is not necessarily to use non parametric test 
(Enrique, 2005, April 10)”. Hence, with t-test, the null hypothesis tested at alpha 0.05 
significance level. The null hypothesis would either reject or fail to reject the contention 
that there is a difference in the academic performance when comparing the freshman 
grade point average.  
 
3.3  Limitations 
The major limitation of this study involves the sample used. The freshmen academic 
achievement affected by grade point averages are taken as the mean of freshmen student 
who finished the first year of their study in the academic year 2005 and 2006. The 
research assumes that the mean of each faculty represent student’s academic 
performance in those faculties which provide information of students admitted through 
two different systems of university admission.  
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CHAPTER 4: FINDINGS AND ANALYSIS 
 
4.1 Findings and Analysis    
The sample used in this study consists of 154 faculties which divided into 28 groups of 
faculties within 9 public limited admission universities. Table 4.1 shows faculties that 
provided the data used in this study.  
 
Table 4.1 Number of the Faculties 
Faculty   Frequency Percent 
Faculty of Liberal Arts 5 3.2 
Faculty of Education 8 5.2 
Faculty of Agriculture 8 5.2 
Faculty of Engineering 11 7.1 
Faculty of Architecture 6 3.9 
Faculty of Business Administration 3 1.9 
Faculty of Nursing 7 4.5 
Faculty of Law 7 4.5 
Faculty of Political Science 5 3.2 
Faculty of Medical Sciences 10 6.5 
Faculty of Pharmacy 6 3.9 
Faculty of Dentistry 6 3.9 
Faculty of Allied Health 3 1.9 
Faculty of Humanities and Social Sciences 12 7.8 
Faculty of Sciences 13 8.4 
Faculty of Public Health 3 1.9 
Faculty of Management Sciences 2 1.3 
Faculty of Fine and Applied Arts 7 4.5 
Faculty of Communication Sciences 6 3.9 
Faculty of Veterinary Sciences 2 1.3 
Faculty of Technology 5 3.2 
Faculty of Accounting 3 1.9 
Faculty of Economics 4 2.6 
Faculty of Service Industries 2 1.3 
Faculty of Environment and Resource Studies 2 1.3 
Faculty of Health Education 3 1.9 
Faculty of Psychology 1 0.6 
Colleges within University 4 2.6 
Total 154 100.0 
 
There are 28 group of faculties: namely, (1) Faculty of Liberal Arts, (2) Faculty of 
Education, (3) Faculty of Agriculture, (4) Faculty of Engineering, (5) Faculty of 
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Architecture, (6) Faculty of Business Administration, (7) Faculty of Nursing, (8) 
Faculty of Law, (9) Faculty of Political Science, (10) Faculty of Medical Sciences, (11) 
Faculty of Pharmacy, (12) Faculty of Dentistry, (13) Faculty of Allied Health, (14) 
Faculty of Humanities and Social Sciences, (15) Faculty of Sciences, (16) Faculty of 
Public Health, (17) Faculty of Management Sciences, (18) Faculty of Fine and Applied 
Arts, (19) Faculty of Communication Sciences, (20) Faculty of Veterinary Sciences, 
(21) Faculty of Technology, (22) Faculty of Accounting, (23) Faculty of Economics, 
(24) Faculty of Service Industries, (25) Faculty of Environment and Resource Studies, 
(26) Faculty of Health Education, (27) Faculty of Psychology, and (28) College within 
the University i.e., Jewel College, Islamic College, etc. 
 
4.1.1 Faculty of Liberal Arts 
There are 5 limited admission public universities that provided data from Faculty of 
Liberal Arts. As show in Table 4.2, the arithmetic mean of FGPA is 2.92 in academic 
year 2005 and is 2.82 in academic year 2006. The arithmetic mean of freshman admitted 
through the CUAS has lower average academic achievement than those admitted 
through the NUEE.  
 
Table 4.2 The arithmetic mean of academic achievement of FGPAX in academic year 
2005 and 2006 in the Faculty of Liberal Arts  
 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. 
Deviation 
FGPAX(2005) 5 2.57 3.10 2.9180 .21673 
FGPAX(2006) 5 2.41 3.09 2.8160 .27273 
 
4.1.2 Faculty of Education 
There are 8 limited admission public universities that provided data from Faculty of 
Education. As show in Table 4.3, the arithmetic mean of FGPA is 2.70 in academic year 
2005 and is 2.49 in academic year 2006. The arithmetic mean of freshman admitted 
through the CUAS has lower average academic achievement than those admitted 
through the NUEE.  
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Table 4.3 The arithmetic mean of academic achievement of FGPAX in academic year 
2005 and 2006 in the Faculty of Education  
 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. 
Deviation 
FGPAX(2005) 8 2.36 2.98 2.7025 .24171 
FGPAX(2006) 8 2.10 2.84 2.4863 .27526 
 
4.1.3 Faculty of Agriculture 
There are 8 limited admission public universities that provided data from Faculty of 
Agriculture. As show in Table 4.4, the arithmetic mean of FGPA is 2.37 in academic 
year 2005 and is 2.17 in academic year 2006. The arithmetic mean of freshman admitted 
through the CUAS has lower average academic achievement than those admitted 
through the NUEE.  
 
Table 4.4 The arithmetic mean of academic achievement of FGPAX in academic year 
2005 and 2006 in the Faculty of Agriculture 
 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. 
Deviation 
FGPAX(2005) 8 2.09 2.78 2.3675 .26054 
FGPAX(2006) 8 1.68 2.42 2.1662 .24325 
  
4.1.4 Faculty of Engineering 
There are 9 limited admission public universities, included 2 campuses that provided 
data from Faculty of Engineering. As show in Table 4.5, the arithmetic mean of FGPA 
is 2.24 in academic year 2005 and is 2.04 in academic year 2006. The arithmetic mean 
of freshman admitted through the CUAS has lower average academic achievement than 
those admitted through the NUEE.  
 
Table 4.5 The arithmetic mean of academic achievement of FGPAX in academic year 
2005 and 2006 in the Faculty of Engineering 
 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. 
Deviation 
FGPAX(2005) 11 1.76 2.55 2.2436 .22668 
FGPAX(2006) 11 1.51 2.37 2.0418 .23592 
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4.1.5 Faculty of Architecture 
There are 6 limited admission public universities that provided data from Faculty of 
Architecture. As show in Table 4.6, the arithmetic mean of FGPA is 2.42 in academic 
year 2005 and is 2.33 in academic year 2006. The arithmetic mean of freshman admitted 
through the CUAS has lower average academic achievement than those admitted 
through the NUEE.  
 
Table 4.6 The arithmetic mean of academic achievement of FGPAX in academic year 
2005 and 2006 in the Faculty of Architecture 
 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. 
Deviation 
FGPAX(2005) 6 2.26 2.80 2.4167 .19572 
FGPAX(2006) 6 1.97 2.78 2.3250 .33590 
 
 
4.1.6 Faculty of Business Administration  
There are 3 limited admission public universities that provided data from Faculty of 
Business Administration. As show in Table 4.7, the arithmetic mean of FGPA is 2.62 in 
academic year 2005 and is 2.48 in academic year 2006. The arithmetic mean of 
freshman admitted through the CUAS has lower average academic achievement than 
those admitted through the NUEE.  
 
Table 4.7 The arithmetic mean of academic achievement of FGPAX in academic year 
2005 and 2006 in the Faculty of Business Administration  
 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. 
Deviation 
FGPAX(2005) 3 2.41 2.74 2.6167 .18009 
FGPAX(2006) 3 2.47 2.50 2.4833 .01528 
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4.1.7 Faculty of Nursing 
There are 7 limited admission public universities that provided data from Faculty of 
Nursing. As show in Table 4.8, the arithmetic mean of FGPA is 2.81 in academic year 
2005 and is 2.68 in academic year 2006. The arithmetic mean of freshman admitted 
through the CUAS has lower average academic achievement than those admitted 
through the NUEE.  
 
Table 4.8 The arithmetic mean of academic achievement of FGPAX in academic year 
2005 and 2006 in the Faculty of Nursing 
  N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. 
Deviation 
FGPAX(2005) 7 2.60 2.97 2.8114 .12240 
FGPAX(2006) 7 2.44 2.99 2.6771 .17774 
 
 
4.1.8 Faculty of Law 
There are 7 limited admission public universities that provided data from Faculty of 
Law. As show in Table 4.9, the arithmetic mean of FGPA is 2.72 in academic year 2005 
and is 2.61 in academic year 2006. The arithmetic mean of freshman admitted through 
the CUAS has lower average academic achievement than those admitted through the 
NUEE.  
 
Table 4.9 The arithmetic mean of academic achievement of FGPAX in academic year 
2005 and 2006 in the Faculty of Law 
 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. 
Deviation 
FGPAX(2005) 7 2.40 2.96 2.7214 .17247 
FGPAX(2006) 7 2.18 2.93 2.6071 .28981 
 
  
44
4.1.9 Faculty of Political Science 
There are 5 limited admission public universities that provided data from Faculty of 
Political Science. As show in Table 4.10, the arithmetic mean of FGPA is 2.65 in 
academic year 2005 and is 2.60 in academic year 2006. The arithmetic mean of 
freshman admitted through the CUAS has lower average academic achievement than 
those admitted through the NUEE.  
 
Table 4.10 The arithmetic mean of academic achievement of FGPAX in academic year 
2005 and 2006 in the Faculty of Political Science 
 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. 
Deviation 
FGPAX(2005) 5 2.16 2.88 2.6520 .28490 
FGPAX(2006) 5 2.13 3.11 2.5960 .37760 
 
 
4.1.10  Faculty of Medical Sciences 
There are 9 limited admission public universities, included 1 campus that provided data 
from Faculty of Medical Sciences. As show in Table 4.11, the arithmetic mean of FGPA 
is 3.06 in academic year 2005 and is 3.10 in academic year 2006. The arithmetic mean 
of freshman admitted through the CUAS has higher average academic achievement than 
those admitted through the NUEE.  
 
Table 4.11 The arithmetic mean of academic achievement of FGPAX in academic year 
2005 and 2006 in the Faculty of Medical Sciences 
 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. 
Deviation 
FGPAX(2005) 10 2.41 3.52 3.0640 .37230 
FGPAX(2006) 10 2.55 3.60 3.1000 .42122 
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4.1.11  Faculty of Pharmacy 
There are 6 limited admission public universities that provided data from Faculty of 
Pharmacy. As show in Table 4.12, the arithmetic mean of FGPA is 3.18 in academic 
year 2005 and is 2.93 in academic year 2006. The arithmetic mean of freshman admitted 
through the CUAS has lower average academic achievement than those admitted 
through the NUEE.  
 
Table 4.12 The arithmetic mean of academic achievement of FGPAX in academic year 
2005 and 2006 in the Faculty of Pharmacy 
 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. 
Deviation 
FGPAX(2005) 6 2.98 3.40 3.1817 .13992 
FGPAX(2006) 6 2.05 3.24 2.9333 .45412 
   
4.1.12  Faculty of Dentistry 
There are 6 limited admission public universities that provided data from Faculty of 
Dentistry. As show in Table 4.13, the arithmetic mean of FGPA is 3.25 in academic 
year 2005 and is 3.37 in academic year 2006. The arithmetic mean of freshman admitted 
through the CUAS has higher average academic achievement than those admitted 
through the NUEE.  
 
Table 4.13 The arithmetic mean of academic achievement of FGPAX in academic year 
2005 and 2006 in the Faculty of Dentistry 
 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. 
Deviation 
FGPAX(2005) 6 2.93 3.40 3.2500 .16697 
FGPAX(2006) 6 3.23 3.65 3.3650 .14910 
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4.1.13  Faculty of Allied Health 
There are 3 limited admission public universities that provided data from Faculty of 
Allied Health. As show in Table 4.14, the arithmetic mean of FGPA is 2.69 in academic 
year 2005 and is 2.65 in academic year 2006.  The arithmetic mean of freshman 
admitted through the CUAS has lower average academic achievement than those 
admitted through the NUEE.  
 
Table 4.14 The arithmetic mean of academic achievement of FGPAX in academic year 
2005 and 2006 in the Faculty of Allied Health 
 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. 
Deviation 
FGPAX(2005) 3 2.56 2.79 2.6933 .11930 
FGPAX(2006) 3 2.36 2.86 2.6500 .25942 
 
 
4.1.14  Faculty of Humanities and Social Sciences 
There are 9 public limited admission universities, included 3 campuses that provided 
data from Faculty of Humanities and Social Sciences. As show in Table 4.15, the 
arithmetic mean of FGPA is 2.61 in academic year 2005 and is 2.56 in academic year 
2006.  The arithmetic mean of freshman admitted through the CUAS has lower average 
academic achievement than those admitted through the NUEE.  
 
Table 4.15 The arithmetic mean of academic achievement of FGPAX in academic year 
2005 and 2006 in the Faculty of Humanities and Social Sciences 
 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. 
Deviation 
FGPAX(2005) 12 2.24 3.05 2.6108 .28382 
FGPAX(2006) 12 2.01 2.96 2.5600 .30018 
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4.1.15 Faculty of Sciences 
There are 9 limited admission public universities, included 4 campuses that provided 
data from Faculty of Sciences. As show in Table 4.16, the arithmetic mean of FGPA is 
2.30 in academic year 2005 and is 2.12 in academic year 2006. The arithmetic mean of 
freshman admitted through the CUAS has lower average academic achievement than 
those admitted through the NUEE.  
 
Table 4.16 The arithmetic mean of academic achievement of FGPAX in academic year 
2005 and 2006 in the Faculty of Sciences 
  N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. 
Deviation 
FGPAX(2005) 13 1.84 2.58 2.3062 .20723 
FGPAX(2006) 13 1.71 2.42 2.1208 .20110 
 
 
4.1.16  Faculty of Public Health  
There are 3 limited admission public universities that provided data from Faculty of 
Public Health. As show in Table 4.17, the arithmetic mean of FGPA is 2.62 in academic 
year 2005 and is 2.76 in academic year 2006. The arithmetic mean of freshman admitted 
through the CUAS has higher average academic achievement than those admitted 
through the NUEE.  
 
Table 4.17 The arithmetic mean of academic achievement of FGPAX in academic year 
2005 and 2006 in the Faculty of Public Health 
 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. 
Deviation 
FGPAX(2005) 3 2.48 2.79 2.6200 .15716 
FGPAX(2006) 3 2.62 2.96 2.7567 .17954 
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4.1.17  Faculty of Management Sciences 
There are 2 limited admission public universities that provided data from Faculty of 
Management Sciences. As show in Table 4.18, the arithmetic mean of FGPA is 2.67 in 
academic year 2005 and is 2.40 in academic year 2006. The arithmetic mean of 
freshman admitted through the CUAS has lower average academic achievement than 
those admitted through the NUEE.  
 
Table 4.18 The arithmetic mean of academic achievement of FGPAX in academic year 
2005 and 2006 in the Faculty of Management Sciences 
 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. 
Deviation 
FGPAX(2005) 2 2.44 2.89 2.6650 .31820 
FGPAX(2006) 2 2.38 2.42 2.4000 .02828 
 
 
4.1.18  Faculty of Fine and Applied Arts 
There are 7 limited admission public universities that provided data from Faculty of 
Fine and Applied Arts. As show in Table 4.19, the arithmetic mean of FGPA is 2.55 in 
academic year 2005 and is 2.50 in academic year 2006. The arithmetic mean of 
freshman admitted through the CUAS has lower average academic achievement than 
those admitted through the NUEE.  
 
Table 4.19 The arithmetic mean of academic achievement of FGPAX in academic year 
2005 and 2006 in the Faculty of Fine and Applied Arts 
 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. 
Deviation 
FGPAX(2005) 7 1.87 3.19 2.5529 .38547 
FGPAX(2006) 7 1.95 2.95 2.4986 .33294 
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4.1.19 Faculty of Communication Sciences 
There are 6 limited admission public universities that provided data from Faculty of 
Communication Sciences. As show in Table 4.20, the arithmetic mean of FGPA is 2.56 
in academic year 2005 and is 2.41 in academic year 2006. The arithmetic mean of 
freshman admitted through the CUAS has lower average academic achievement than 
those admitted through the NUEE.  
 
Table 4.20 The arithmetic mean of academic achievement of FGPAX in academic year 
2005 and 2006 in the Faculty of Communication Sciences  
 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. 
Deviation 
FGPAX(2005) 6 2.05 3.01 2.5633 .35189 
FGPAX(2006) 6 1.96 2.99 2.4100 .39033 
 
 
4.1.20  Faculty of Veterinary Sciences 
There are 2 limited admission public universities that provided data from Faculty of 
Veterinary Sciences. As show in Table 4.21, the arithmetic mean of FGPA is 2.89 in 
academic year 2005 and is 3.08 in academic year 2006.  The arithmetic mean of 
freshman admitted through the CUAS has higher average academic achievement than 
those admitted through the NUEE.  
 
Table 4.21 The arithmetic mean of academic achievement of FGPAX in academic year 
2005 and 2006 in the Faculty of Veterinary Sciences 
 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. 
Deviation 
FGPAX(2005) 2 2.85 2.93 2.8900 .05657 
FGPAX(2006) 2 3.00 3.16 3.0800 .11314 
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4.1.21  Faculty of Technology 
There are 5 public limited admission universities that provided data from Faculty of 
Technology. As show in Table 4.22, the arithmetic mean of FGPA is 2.47 in academic 
year 2005 and is 2.33 in academic year 2006. The arithmetic mean of freshman admitted 
through the CUAS has lower average academic achievement than those admitted 
through the NUEE.  
 
Table 4.22 The arithmetic mean of academic achievement of FGPAX in academic year 
2005 and 2006 in the Faculty of Technology 
 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. 
Deviation 
FGPAX(2005) 5 2.12 3.02 2.4720 .36779 
FGPAX(2006) 5 1.59 3.01 2.3280 .56460 
   
 
4.1.22  Faculty of Accounting 
There are 3 limited admission public universities that provided data from Faculty of 
Accounting.  As show in Table 4.23, the arithmetic mean of FGPA is 2.70 in academic 
year 2005 and is 2.61 in academic year 2006. The arithmetic mean of freshman admitted 
through the CUAS has lower average academic achievement than those admitted 
through the NUEE.  
 
Table 4.23 The arithmetic mean of academic achievement of FGPAX in academic year 
2005 and 2006 in the Faculty of Accounting 
 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. 
Deviation 
FGPAX(2005) 3 2.20 3.01 2.6967 .43501 
FGPAX(2006) 3 1.98 2.93 2.6100 .54562 
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4.1.23  Faculty of Economics 
There are 4 limited admission public universities that provided data from Faculty of 
Economics. As show in Table 4.24, the arithmetic mean of FGPA is 2.79 in academic 
year 2005 and is 2.69 in academic year 2006. The arithmetic mean of freshman admitted 
through the CUAS has lower average academic achievement than those admitted 
through the NUEE.  
 
Table 4.24 The arithmetic mean of academic achievement of FGPAX in academic year 
2005 and 2006 in the Faculty of Economics 
 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. 
Deviation 
FGPAX(2005) 4 2.58 2.92 2.7900 .14989 
FGPAX(2006) 4 2.28 2.93 2.6900 .29132 
 
 
4.1.24  Faculty of Service Industries  
There are 2 limited admission public universities that provided data from Faculty of 
Service Industries.  As show in Table 4.25, the arithmetic mean of FGPA is 2.63 in 
academic year 2005 and is 2.39 in academic year 2006. The arithmetic mean of 
freshman admitted through the CUAS has lower average academic achievement than 
those admitted through the NUEE.  
 
Table 4.25 The arithmetic mean of academic achievement of FGPAX in academic year 
2005 and 2006 in the Faculty of Service Industries  
 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. 
Deviation 
FGPAX(2005) 2 2.49 2.77 2.6300 .19799 
FGPAX(2006) 2 2.24 2.54 2.3900 .21213 
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4.1.25  Faculty of Environment and Resource Studies  
There are 2 limited admission public universities that provided data from Faculty of 
Environment and Resource Studies. As show in Table 4.26, the arithmetic mean of 
FGPA is 2.40 in academic year 2005 and is 2.15 in academic year 2006.  The arithmetic 
mean of freshman admitted through the CUAS has lower average academic 
achievement than those admitted through the NUEE.  
 
Table 4.26 The arithmetic mean of academic achievement of FGPAX in academic year 
2005 and 2006 in the Faculty of Environment and Resource Studies 
 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. 
Deviation 
FGPAX(2005) 2 2.32 2.48 2.4000 .11314 
FGPAX(2006) 2 2.06 2.24 2.1500 .12728 
  
 
4.1.26  Faculty of Health Education 
There are 3 limited admission public universities that provided data from Faculty of 
Health Education. As show in Table 4.27, the arithmetic mean of FGPA is 2.52 in 
academic year 2005 and is 2.48 in academic year 2006. The arithmetic mean of 
freshman admitted through the CUAS has lower average academic achievement than 
those admitted through the NUEE.  
 
Table 4.27 The arithmetic mean of academic achievement of FGPAX in academic year 
2005 and 2006 in the Faculty of Health Education 
 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. 
Deviation 
FGPAX(2005) 3 2.35 2.66 2.5167 .15631 
FGPAX(2006) 3 2.31 2.61 2.4767 .15275 
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4.1.27  Faculty of Psychology 
 There is only one department that provided data from Faculty of Psychology. As show 
in Table 4.28, the arithmetic mean of FGPA is 2.95 in academic year 2005 and is 3.14 
in academic year 2006. The arithmetic mean of freshman admitted through the CUAS 
has higher average academic achievement than those admitted through the NUEE.  
 
Table 4.28 The arithmetic mean of academic achievement of FGPAX in academic year 
2005 and 2006 in the Faculty of Psychology  
 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. 
Deviation 
FGPAX(2005) 1 2.95 2.95 2.9500 .00000(a) 
FGPAX(2006) 1 3.14 3.14 3.1400 .22627 
 
  
4.1.28  College within University  
There are 4 limited admission public universities that provided data from colleges 
within University i.e., Islamic College, Jewel Colleges. As show in Table 4.29, the 
arithmetic mean of FGPA is 2.47 in academic year 2005 and is 2.40 in academic year 
2006. The arithmetic mean of freshman admitted through the CUAS has lower average 
academic achievement than those admitted through the NUEE.  
 
Table 4.29 The arithmetic mean of academic achievement of FGPAX in academic year 
2005 and 2006 in the College within University  
 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. 
Deviation 
FGPAX(2005) 4 2.21 2.95 2.4725 .33390 
FGPAX(2006) 4 1.97 3.14 2.4000 .51140 
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4.2 The comparison between arithmetic mean of students in       
       academic year 2005 and 2006  
The observation of arithmetic mean of academic achievement of freshmen students 
from 28 faculties within 9 Limited Admission Public University yields the following 
results:  
(i) The arithmetic mean of academic achievement of FGPA 2006 in the Faculty 
of Liberal Arts, Faculty of Education, Faculty of Agriculture, Faculty of 
Engineering, Faculty of Architecture, Faculty of Business Administration, 
Faculty of Nursing, Faculty of Law, Faculty of Political Science, Faculty of 
Pharmacy,  Faculty of Allied Health, Faculty of Humanities and Social 
Sciences, Faculty of Sciences, Faculty of Management Science, Faculty of 
Fine and Applied Arts, Faculty of Communication Sciences, Faculty of 
Technology, Faculty of Accounting, Faculty of Economics, Faculty of 
Service Industries, Faculty of Environment and Resource Studies, Faculty of 
Health Education, and College within the University are lower than 
arithmetic mean of academic achievement of FGPA 2005.  
(ii) Only in the Faculty of Medical Science, Faculty of Dentistry, Faculty of 
Public Health, Faculty of Veterinary Sciences and Faculty of Psychology 
that the arithmetic mean of academic achievement of FGPA 2006 are higher 
than arithmetic mean of academic achievement of FGPA 2005. The result 
shown in graph 4.1 represents a comparison between arithmetic mean of 
students in academic year 2005 and 2006.  
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4.3 The testing of significant levels between academic achievement  
       of freshmen in academic year 2005 and 2006 
The result shows that the arithmetic mean of FGPA in academic year 2006 is lower than 
arithmetic mean of FGPA in academic year 2005: 2.64 in 2005 and 2.54 in 2006. As can 
be clearly seen, the value is well below 0.05. Hence, the alternative hypothesis is 
accepted: that is, there is a significant difference between students admitted through the 
National University Entrance Examination and those admitted through the Central 
University Admission System. The result of t-test is shown in Table 4.30.  
 
Table 4.30 The comparison FGPA between students in academic year 2005 and 2006  
 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
FGPAX(2005) 154 1.76 3.52 2.6433 .35986 .02900 
FGPAX(2006) 154 1.51 3.65 2.5378 .44056 .03550 
  Test Value = 0 
  T df Sig.  
(2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
95% Confidence 
Interval of the 
Difference 
          Lower Upper 
FGPAX(2005) 91.155 153 .000∗ 2.6433 2.5860 2.7006 
FGPAX(2006) 71.485 153 .000∗ 2.5378 2.4677 2.6079 
∗ The significant different level at 0.05  
 
Conclusion 
The purpose of this study was to determine if the academic performance of students 
admitted to higher education institutions through the National University Entrance 
Examination is comparable to those admitted through the Central University Admission 
System. The freshman grade point average was used as criteria to measure these 
differences. McDonald et.al (nd.) argued that by using information from students who 
have already attended the university, it is possible to determine the association between 
the different admission systems at the time of admission and university GPA. 
 
In this study, the sample consisted of students from 9 higher education institutions who 
had completed the first semester of their freshman in 2005 and 2006. After the data was 
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provided by each university, they were categorized by groups of faculty and analyzed 
using statistical methods. Specifically, t-test was utilized to measure the variables. The 
hypotheses were formulated by this study and tested at the 0.05 level of significance (α).  
 
The finding showed that there was a statistically significant difference in the mean 
GPAX of the student admitted through the NUEE, compared to those admitted through 
the CUAS. The main purpose of this study was to examine whether different method of 
entry into university has an effect on university student’s academic performance. The 
results showed that they were affected.  
 
The grade point average of freshmen admitted through the NUEE in academic year 
2005 was higher than those admitted through the CUAS in academic year 2006 in 
almost every faculty. Only in the Faculty of Medical Science, Faculty of Dentistry, 
Faculty of Public Health, Faculty of Veterinary Sciences and Faculty of Psychology that 
the arithmetic mean of academic achievement of FGPA 2006 are higher than arithmetic 
mean of academic achievement of FGPA 2005.  
 
Possible factors that might affect the difference between FGPA are as follow:  
 
(1) The rapid change of GPA and GPAX at upper secondary school and its 
inconsistency  
Although high school academic performance was identified as the significant predictor 
of university performance (Mathiasen, 1984, Ramist, 1984; Willingham & Breland, 
1982), certain issues must be considered.  
 
Firstly, the variation of grade point average in different school created inconsistency. 
Because grades are varied to some degree across schools, the meaning of the grading 
standards are different (Cureton, 1971; Goldman & Hewitt, 1975; Goldman & 
Slaughter, 1976; Strenta & Elliott, 1987; Elliott & Strenta, 1988; Ramist, Lewis, & 
McCamley, 1990; Young, 1990). Therefore, the rapidly increasing weight given to 
Grade Point Average from upper secondary school might lead to the changing of 
student selected (Wongwanich, 2003). This may cause able students to lose opportunity 
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to study in the program they fit, as opposed to admitted student who were not qualified 
(Verathaworn, 1998). 
 
Secondly, there are also possibilities that those high schools might have inflated grades 
in an attempt to help their student secure admission to universities. As Wongwanich 
(2003) observed, Grade Point Average at upper secondary school level in Thailand is 
increasing every year. Since 2000-2002, the means are 2.40, 2.47 and 2.52, respectively.   
 
Thirdly, the difference of school attended affected students’ academic achievement 
(HEFCE, 2003). Students from relatively disadvantaged schools (‘Relatively 
disadvantaged’ as characterised by a school being ‘low performing’) might have 
disadvantage when compared to students with the same characteristics (apart from their 
schools) which are relatively more advantageous. Hence, the lower achievement of 
students from high performing schools compared to students from low performing 
schools, with the same grade point average, could be accounted for by differences in 
school types in these different groups of schools. It is also possible that there are two 
quite separate and distinct grades in student’s actual ability. When students get into 
higher education system with the misinterpretation of their real ability, it might reflect 
in freshmen academic achievement.  
 
Given the undoubted importance of academic criteria in determining whether or not a 
student will be admitted to limited admission public universities, it seems clear that the 
assessment of academic ability should be made using accurate information. Because the 
issue of different standard of GPAX and GPA in different school are crucial, they  
needed more investigation and research to confirm their reliability in order to prevent an 
inequality from grade inflation/deflation and enhance reliability of admission 
mechanisms. 
 
(2) The Introduction of National Test 
The national test is intended to compare performance across educational units. It 
emphasizes the fairness of all students, especially for educational purposes, in which it 
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bases its decisions on the same standards of competence. However, the issue of 
coaching is having an effect on fairness.  
 
Therefore, the main purpose of changing the admission system from pure Entrance 
Examination to Admission is to eliminate the coaching school and lessen students 
pressure during the entrance to university. In fact, the issues of ‘studied for a test’ and 
‘coaching student for national test’ are still the consequence of National Test. Moreover, 
it will create coaching both within school and outside school. In the within school 
context, teacher merit-pay may depend on the performance of students on national tests. 
This is a fact that could lead someone to provide coaching to students, and surely, they 
are not coaching for free in most cases. In another way round, students desire to get 
high score in the test. Hence, they require coaching to enhance their scores. As a 
consequence, students from better-off families may have greater access to coaching 
courses and materials (Neil, 1991). Such coaching would raise issues of fairness. In 
addition, coaching instructions which pursue test-taking strategies would threaten the 
validity of an admission test.  
 
The Central University Admission System is crucial. If the selection is accurate, the 
system will get high potential students who have ability to success in those subjects. If 
the criteria used is inaccurate in interpreting student’s ability, it may lead to the wrong 
admission. Student who should study will lose from the system whereas student who 
should not will get in. If the chances of misinterpretations are high, it would affect 
quality of undergraduates which affect the country as a whole.  
 
Finally, the most important concept for university admission was to retain the principles 
of equal opportunity, accountability and transparency in admitting most able and most 
likely to succeed in university level students to higher educations. Hence, the numbers 
of study in the Central University Admission System should have done in order to 
verify the system. Moreover, the diversification of HE system is very important in order 
to support student who failed to admit to HEI by Central Admission.  
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4.4 Future Research  
4.4.1 Research in consequences of each admission criteria  
The need to carefully consider the potential consequences of any new admission system 
is crucial. Although the exact consequences of any revision to the education system is 
hard to evaluate, it is possible to speculate on the effects of introducing a university 
admissions in Thailand. As mentioned in the limitation topic, this study studied the 
mean of the mean of freshmen student admitted through two different systems. Because 
the researcher did not have access to the actual number of students in each department 
of each faculty, only approximate results are provided. In future research, one could 
conduct a similar study which uses those specific numbers, with wider student 
information e.g., high school grade, O-NET and A-NET results. It is also necessary to 
consider more than one predictor at the same time. This study could tell us how much 
each admission criteria account for university grades. It is necessary that further 
research is conducted on predictive validity of each admission criteria, before any 
unintended consequences would happen.  
 
4.4.2 Investigate grading variation across the country 
The issue of incomparable grade from different schools is another important issue 
which is related to admission system. Therefore, the intensified competition for higher 
marks has put considerable pressure on students and teachers, leading to the emergence 
of a number of grade-enhancing practices which potentially distort the admission. 
Hence, the issue of grade inflation/deflation has to be taken into the consideration. More 
researches are needed in this issue. 
 
4.4.3 Improvement in Central University Admission Regulation  
Numbers of issues should be taken into serious consideration in order to enhance 
effectiveness of the CUAS.  
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Firstly is the issue of grade point average at upper secondary school. The consideration 
must take into account the students who are athlete, student who spent time for school 
activities and student who spent time for non-school activities, particularly, students 
whose parents have low income. They were working while studying at upper secondary 
school in order to help their families which, in turn, affect their GPA. Also, there are 
students who are sick or had an accident during the period of study in upper secondary 
school which strongly affect their academic performance.  
 
Secondly, the vision of weight given to student academic achievement at upper 
secondary school is another issue that must be considered.   
 
According to the Council of University Presidents of Thailand, the proportion given to 
GPA at upper secondary school will increase by 10% every year. However, the 
verification of the variation of grading standard across the country does not take place 
yet. Hence, it would be dangerous for students, higher education institutions, and the 
country as a whole, if the university admission is based on misinterpretation of student 
grade.  
 
Because “higher education is one area where people aspire to advance themselves” 
(UNESCO, 2006, p.1). Hence, the university admission system is important. It can lead 
the country into either extremely right or wrong way. 
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Appendix I. Type of access to higher education institutions in Thailand (2006) 
 
Organizer CHE University/HEIs 
CUAS Direct Admission  
Type of Access Central Direct  
Admission? 
Quota Special 
projects 
Others 
Admission Criteria GPA,GPAX, O-NET, A-NET   Ins. Exam 
GPA, 
GPAX Interview 
Public  Institute Limited Admission University  
consist of; 
1 Chulalongkorn University ?  ? ?   ? 
2 Kasetsart University ?  ? ?   ? 
3 Khon Kaen University ? ? ? ?   ? 
4 Chiang Mai University ?  ? ?   ? 
5 Thammasat University ? ? ? ?   ? 
6 Naresuan University ?  ? ?   ? 
7 Burapha University ? ? ? ?    
8 Mahasarakham University ?  ? ?    
9 Mahidol University ? ? ? ?   ? 
10 Srinakharinwirot University  ?      
11 Silpakorn University ? ? ? ?   ? 
12 Prince of Songkla University ?  ? ?   ? 
13 Ubon Ratchathani University ? ? ? ?    
14 King Mongkut's Institute of Technology  
Ladkrabang ? ? ? ? 
  ? 
15 King Mongkut's Institute of  Technology North 
Bangkok ?  ? ? 
  ? 
16 Maejo University ?  ? ?   ? 
17 The National Institute of  Development 
Administration 
    ? ?  
                                                 
?Direct admission system organized by CUAS is different from direct admission organized by university. see detail in 2.2.2 Direction Admission System 
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Organizer CHE University/HEIs 
CUAS Direct Admission  
Type of Access Central Direct  
Admission? 
Quota Special 
projects 
Others 
Admission Criteria GPA,GPAX, O-NET, A-NET   Ins. Exam 
GPA, 
GPAX Inter-view 
18 Thaksin  University ? ? ? ?    
19 University Nakhon Phanom   ? ?   ? 
20 Princess of Narathiwat University (PNU)        
Rajabhat University  
(Former Teaching College) consist of; 
21 Rajabhat University Roiet ?  ? ? ? ? ? 
22 Rajabhat University Chiang Rai   ? ? ? ? ? 
23 Rajabhat University Chiang Mai   ? ? ? ?  
24 Rajabhat University Lampang ?  ? ? ? ? ? 
25 Rajabhat University Uttaradit   ? ? ? ? ? 
26 Rajabhat University Kamphaeng Phet ?  ? ? ? ? ? 
27 Rajabhat University Nakhon Sawan   ? ? ? ? ? 
28 Rajabhat University Pibulsongkram ?  ? ? ? ? ? 
29 Rajabhat University Phetchabun   ? ? ? ? ? 
30 Rajabhat University Maha Sarakham   ? ? ? ? ? 
31 Rajabhat University Loei   ? ? ? ? ? 
32 Rajabhat University Sakon Nakhon   ? ? ? ? ? 
33 Rajabhat University Udon Thani   ? ? ? ? ? 
34 Rajabhat University Nakhon Ratchasima   ? ? ? ? ? 
35 Rajabhat University Buri Ram   ? ? ? ? ? 
36 Rajabhat University Surin   ? ? ? ? ? 
37 Rajabhat University Ubon Ratchathani        
38 Rajabhat University Rajanagarindra   ? ? ? ? ? 
39 Rajabhat University Thepsatri   ? ? ? ? ? 
40 Rajabhat University Phranakhon Si Ayutthaya   ? ? ? ? ? 
                                                 
?Direct admission system organized by CUAS is different from direct admission organized by university. see detail in 2.2.2 Direction Admission System 
 XV
 
Organizer CHE University/HEIs 
CUAS Direct Admission  
Type of Access Central Direct  
Admission? 
Quota Special 
projects 
Others 
Admission Criteria GPA,GPAX, O-NET, A-NET   Ins. Exam 
GPA, 
GPAX Interview 
41 Rajabhat University Valayalongkorn         ?  ? ? ? ? ? 
42 Rajabhat University Rambhaibarni   ? ? ? ? ? 
43 Rajabhat University Kanchanaburi   ? ? ? ? ? 
44 Rajabhat University Nakhon Pathom   ? ? ? ? ? 
45 Rajabhat University Phetchaburi ?  ? ? ? ? ? 
46 Rajabhat University Muban Chom Bung   ? ? ? ? ? 
47 Rajabhat University Nakhon Si Thammarat ?  ? ? ? ? ? 
48 Rajabhat University Phuket ?  ? ? ? ? ? 
49 Rajabhat University Yala   ? ? ? ? ? 
50 Rajabhat University Songkhla   ? ? ? ? ? 
51 Rajabhat University Surat Thani   ? ? ? ? ? 
52 Rajabhat University Chandrakasem ?  ? ? ? ?  
53 Rajabhat University Dhonburi ?  ? ? ? ?  
54 Rajabhat University Bansomdejchaopraya        
55 Rajabhat University Phranakhon ?       
56 Rajabhat University Suan Dusit ?  ? ? ? ? ? 
57 Rajabhat University Suan Sunandha ?  ? ? ? ? ? 
58 Rajabhat University Kalasin   ? ? ? ? ? 
59 Rajabhat University Chaiyaphum   ? ? ? ? ? 
60 Rajabhat University Sisaket   ? ? ? ? ? 
 
                                                 
?Direct admission system organized by CUAS is different from direct admission organized by university. see detail in 2.2.2 Direction Admission System 
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Organizer CHE University/HEIs 
CUAS Direct Admission  
Type of Access Central Direct  
Admission? 
Quota Special 
projects 
Others 
Admission Criteria GPA,GPAX, O-NET, A-NET   Ins. Exam 
GPA, 
GPAX Interview 
Rajamangala University of Technology  
(Former Vocational College) Consist of; 
61 Rajamangala University of Technology 
Thanyaburi ?  ? ? ? ? ? 
62 Rajamangala University of Technology 
Krungthep ?  ? ? ? ? ? 
63 Rajamangala University of Technology 
Tawan-ok ?  ? ? ? ? ? 
64 Rajamangala University of Technology Phra 
Nakhon ?  ? ? ? ? ? 
65 Rajamangala University of Technology 
Srivijaya ?  ? ? ? ? ? 
66 Rajamangala University of Technology Lanna ?  ? ? ? ? ? 
67 Rajamangala University of Technology 
Suvarnabhumi ?  ? ? ? ? ? 
68 Rajamangala University of Technology 
Rattanakosin ?  ? ? ? ? ? 
69 Rajamangala University of Technology Isan ?  ? ? ? ? ? 
70 Pathrumwan Institute of Technology     ? ? ? 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                 
?Direct admission system organized by CUAS is different from direct admission organized by university. see detail in 2.2.2 Direction Admission System 
 XVII
Organizer CHE University/HEIs 
CUAS Direct Admission  
Type of Access Central Direct  
Admission? 
Quota Special 
projects 
Others 
Admission Criteria GPA,GPAX, O-NET, A-NET   Ins. Exam 
GPA, 
GPAX Interview 
Autonomous Universities  Consist of; 
71 King Mongkut's University of  Technology 
Thonburi ? ? ? ? 
  ? 
72 Suranaree  University of Technology ?  ? ?   ? 
73 Walailuk University ?  ? ?   ? 
74 Mae Fah Luang University ?  ? ?   ? 
Ecclesiastical Universities Consist of; 
75 Mahachulalongkornrajavidyalaya University     ? ?  
76 Mahamakut Buddhist University     ? ?  
Open Universities Consist of; 
77 Sukhothai Thammathirat Open University        
78 Ramkhamhaeng University        
Community College Consist of; 
79 Mae Hong Son Community College     ? ?  
80 Phichit Community College     ? ?  
81 Tak Community College     ? ?  
82 Buri ram Community College     ? ?  
83 Mukdahan Community College     ? ?  
84 Nongbualamphu Community College     ? ?  
85 Sakaeo Community College     ? ?  
86 Uthaithani Community College     ? ?  
87 Ranong Community College     ? ?  
88 Narathiwat Community College     ? ?  
89 Yala Community College     ? ?  
90 Pattani Community College     ? ?  
                                                 
?Direct admission system organized by CUAS is different from direct admission organized by university. see detail in 2.2.2 Direction Admission System 
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Organizer CHE University/HEIs 
CUAS Direct Admission  
Type of Access Central Direct  
Admission? 
Quota Special 
projects 
Others 
Admission Criteria GPA,GPAX, O-NET, A-NET   Ins. Exam 
GPA, 
GPAX Interview 
Private Higher Education Institution  
consists of; 
1 Bangkok University ? ? ? ? ? ?  
2 Kasem Bundit University     ? ? ? 
3 Kirk University     ? ? ? 
4 Saint John’s University     ? ? ? 
5 Mahanakorn University of Technology     ? ? ? 
6 Dhurakijpundit University     ? ? ? 
7 Rangsit University     ? ? ? 
8 Sripatum University     ? ? ? 
9 Siam University     ? ? ? 
10 The University of the Thai Chamber of 
Commerce 
   ? ? ? ? 
11 Huachiew Chalermprakiet University     ? ? ? 
12 Assumption University ?    ? ? ? 
13 South-east Asia University     ? ? ? 
14 Eastern Asia University     ? ? ? 
15 Chaopraya University     ? ? ? 
16 Western University     ? ? ? 
17 Webster University (Thailand)     ? ? ? 
18 Shinnawatra University     ? ? ? 
19 Christain University     ? ? ? 
20 Payap University     ? ? ? 
 
                                                 
?Direct admission system organized by CUAS is different from direct admission organized by university. see detail in 2.2.2 Direction Admission System 
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Organizer CHE University/HEIs 
CUAS Direct Admission  
Type of Access Central Direct  
Admission? 
Quota Special 
projects 
Others 
Admission Criteria GPA,GPAX, O-NET, A-NET   Ins. Exam 
GPA, 
GPAX Interview 
21 Vongchavalitkul University ? ? ? ? ? ? ? 
22 North-Eastern University     ? ? ? 
23 Asian University of Science and Technology     ? ? ? 
24 Phakklang University     ? ? ? 
25 Schiller-Stamford International University     ? ? ? 
26 Ratchathani  University     ? ? ? 
27 Hatyai City University ? ? ? ? ? ?  
28 Rattana Bundit University     ? ? ? 
29 North Chiang-Mai University     ? ? ? 
30 Patumthani University     ? ? ? 
31 Yonok university     ? ? ? 
32 Thonburi University of Technology     ? ? ? 
33 Far Eastern University     ? ? ? 
College Consist of; 
34 Thongsook College     ? ? ? 
35 St. Louis College ?    ? ? ? 
36 Mission College     ? ? ? 
37 Rajapark College     ? ? ? 
38 Saengtham College     ? ? ? 
39 Southeast Bangkok College      ? ? ? 
40 North Bangkok College     ? ? ? 
41 Santapol College     ? ? ? 
42 Ratchathani Udon College of  Technology      ? ? ? 
43 College of Bundit Asia     ? ? ? 
 
                                                 
?Direct admission system organized by CUAS is different from direct admission organized by university. see detail in 2.2.2 Direction Admission System 
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Organizer CHE University/HEIs 
CUAS Direct Admission  
Type of Access Central Direct  
Admission? 
Quota Special 
projects 
Others 
Admission Criteria GPA,GPAX, O-NET, A-NET   Ins. Exam 
GPA, 
GPAX Interview 
44 North Eastern Polytechnic College     ? ? ? 
45 Bundit Boriharnthurnkit College     ? ? ? 
46 Srisophon College     ? ? ? 
47 Bangkok Thonburi College     ? ? ? 
48 Yala Islamic College   ? ? ? ? ? 
49 Tapee College     ? ? ? 
50 Southern College of Technology     ? ? ? 
51 St. Tharasa-Inti College     ? ? ? 
52 Dusit Thani College     ? ? ? 
53 Lumnamping College     ? ? ? 
54 Phitsanulok College     ? ? ? 
55 Chiangrai College     ? ? ? 
56 Nakhonratchasima College     ? ? ? 
57 Chalermkanchana College     ? ? ? 
58 Lampang Inter-Tech College     ? ? ? 
59 International Buddhist College     ? ? ? 
60 Siam Technology college     ? ? ? 
61 Arsomsilpa Institute     ? ? ? 
62 Institute of Tchnology Ayothaya     ? ? ? 
63 Thai-Nichi Institute of Technology     ? ? ? 
64 Ratchapark College     ? ? ? 
65 Krungthep Dhonburi College     ? ? ? 
66 Bangkok Survarnabhumi College     ? ? ? 
 
 
                                                 
?Direct admission system organized by CUAS is different from direct admission organized by university. see detail in 2.2.2 Direction Admission System 
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Appendix II. The Letter requesting the relevant data  
January 19, 2007 
Title:  The letter requesting data  
To:      Chancellor of ............................... 
 
Dear Sir, 
 
My name is Pakawadee Pikma. I am a European Masters Degree in Higher Education student. This 
Degree is co-ordinated by the Universities of Oslo, Tampere, and Aveiro, of Norway, Finland and 
Portugal, respectively.  
 
The theme of my Masters thesis consists of research on the topic of University Admission System 
in Thailand: a comparison between the academic achievement of students who were admitted to 
university through the National University Entrance System in the academic year of 2005 and those 
admitted through the Central University Admission System in the academic year of 2006.  
 
I would be grateful if you would kindly provide me with the Grade Point Average of freshman 
students of all of the Faculties in your University during the academic year of 2005 and also those 
of 2006. 
 
Could you please send these data directly to Associate Professor Prachaksha Saisang, Department 
of Language, faculty of Humanities, Naresuan University. 
 
Address: Phitsanulok-Nakornsawan Road Ampher Muang Phitsanulok Province 65000 or via e-
mail address: pakawadee.pikma@ped.uio.no.  
 
The data will be treated as confidential, will be used exclusively for research, and individuals will 
not be mentioned.  A commitment is made that the data will be eliminated after the completion of 
the study. 
 
With thanks,  
 
Yours faithfully 
 
 
                       
(Pakawadee Pikma) 
Student in M.Phil (Higher Education) University of Aveiro                                            
 
 
Advisor            
   (Professor James S. Taylor, University of Aveiro) 
Jurídicas e políticas  
tel. + 351 234 372 482       Campus universitário de Santiago     
      + 351 234 372 501        3810-193 aveiro 
fax + 351 234 372 500        Portugal 
E-mail: sec@csjp.ua.pt 
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*Note:        FGPA2006 > FGPA 2005 
